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o N Efficiency réport inflation has bzen a significant
problem in the U.S. Army fo¥ fore .than 40 veats. In 1945, g

:

99 per cent of the officer corps were receiving oné of the i

two top ratings on the evaluative. scale. TInflation has Been

partially responsiblé for the frequent changes: in officer

efficiency report (OER) ‘format in'reéent yeérs;) Since the
inflationary éhenémeﬁqn hqmpéfé:gé&uéééé iﬂe;éificatioﬂ of
future ibaderg from ithe standpoint 6f comparative value and
impinges on efficiéiit mansgement of officer assets, any
easenent of inflationary preésﬁrgrcap serve to improve
personnel maﬁ;ggmént within the U/S. Army.

Mo gain an appreciation of the inflation problem,
isolate causal factors, and develop possible means: of com-
bating the problém, research was conducted in two  broad
areas. First, the history of the U.S. Army OER system was
studied, including a survey of contemporary thought on the
subject. A large segient of the Class of 1971 of the U.S.

\\’X——t‘ I
Army Command and General Staff College was asked to complete

a questionnaire :as part of the contemporary survey. Histow-

ical review revealed that inflation has not. always been g

it
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associated with the OER system of the U.S. Army. It also
indicated that measures adopted to ¢ontrol inflation ‘have
been ‘largely ineffective.

e ' ~3The second approach to research centered on evalua-
tion cf the OER systeéms currently in use by eight foreign
mﬁiitary establishmgn;gﬁjiResggrch in this area proceeded
ffomhtﬁe;premiséxéﬁgﬁ the: military environment dcts :to shape
the performance appraigar‘process, For tliis veason, inves-
tigation isicluded analysis. .of the military frimework associ-
ated with each OER system. The systems of the Canadian
ﬁqrces,:ﬁhé’Ffepch Army, the British Army, and the West

German Armed Forces were singled out for priiiuty analysis.

The other four systems, covered in less detail, were those
of ghe;AuBtraiian Armx,’the(iérgeri Armed: Forces, ‘the Jap;-
nese Ground Self-Defense Forces, and the Yugoslav .Armed
Forces. Invdepth intgrview of senior foreign 0officers
served as a kéy»aouxgéwof°infprmgéipn«ingpugsuing;this

portion of the research effort.

.>By comparison, efficiency report inflation was found

to be mi¢th less bronancgd in most of theé foreign systems
§tudied thaun in the Us8. Army's system. Almost all of the
systems were found to eémploy measures specifically designed
to ¢ontrol inflation.)In addition to methodology calculated

w

to reduce inflaticn, some less tangiblé factors, such as ad
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total of '3 basic techniques for controlling inflation were.
identifiec’ through review of foreign systems, most of them
as yet untried by the U.S. Army:

The French Army is free of an OER inflation pioblem
because of the forced ranking and foiiced: dist¥ibution: tech-
niques being used. Canadian Forces have achieved control
over inflation through application -of firm centralized
monitorship of the OER system. All eight foreign systems
surveyed tie rating authority to coﬁﬁhnd*@uthofigy" In
addition, five of the systems Vlimit rating authority to
field grade officers as a mearis of insuring that onif expe-
rienced officers are entrustéd with this reéponsibility.

Thtee basic conclusiofis of the research are that

inflation can be.controlled, the ddministrative environment

within which the efficiency report operates is at least as:
important as: performance appraisal techniques used, and
certain foreign military OER‘téchniques.Should bé considered
for -adoption by the U.S. Army. The more critical -of ‘several
ispecific. recommendations are (1) limit rgtiﬂg;iuthgg;ty to :
officers occupying field grade positions, (2) désign OER

format éﬁdlpr@éessing to-maké maximum uge of automatic data

3 pumer /(tetay

jprocessing, (%) impose administrative discipline through
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establishment of a central monitoring officce at Department
of the Army level, (4) provide for adjustment of ratings at
Department of thé Army level based on knowledge: of rating,
¢ trends and rater standards, (5) require commanders to moni-
tor all reports initiated within their immediate commands,
and (6) emphasize objectivity and integrity of reporting.
If any overall lesson can be gleaned froﬁ this study,

it would probably be that the key to inflation control lies

- primarily in the administritive sector. Rather than becom-

TS <58 T A

ingnenséonced”in1gerformanée~appraisal methodology, greater
stress needs to be .given to how an OER system is

: administered.
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PREFACE

This: thesis was based on the assumptions that the

officer efficiency report (OER) .should serve .as a means of

discriminating among successful officers and that inflation
of ratings diminishes its effectiveness in achieving .this
objective. Comparative value is vi~zwed .as the most desira-

ble use of the OER, as opposed to a measurg‘qf absolute

quality.

‘Even .80, the present OER:can -be cong;ﬁétgd*a rela-
tively effective instrument in measuring absélgteAqQality
for the purpose of identifying ineffective officeéb nr
elimination.

This résearch would not have been possiﬁlé‘wi@hdut
the encouragement. and :support of a number of people. I am
especially indebted to Lieutenant Colonel Francis W. Craig,
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnél, Depart-
ment of the Army, who gave me access- to his personal files.
and provided expert advice throughout the research effort.
Mrs. Gerda L. Freeman of Military Review provided key assis-

tance in translation of foreign documents during the early

stages of the research, and without that assistance research
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would have béen significantly delayed.

A number of foreign officers at the U.S. Army Com-
mand and General Staff College gave freely of their time in
interpreting various aspects of their OER systems and mili-
tary organizations. I owe a special debt of gratitude ‘to-
the liaison officers for their patience in discussing innu-

merdble items of information and in ferreting out important

“documentation., They were Colonel S. T. Baldry, British Army;

Colonel Hans Link, West German Armed Forces; Colonels N. Mat-
sura and Misao Matsumoto, Japanese Groun&’Self-Defensg
Forces; Lieutenant -Colonel .J. A. Cowan, Canadian Forces; and:
Lieutenant Colenel M. Maze, French Army. Student officers
who provided valuable assistance were Colonel Jacob Shat-Ran,
Israeli Armed Foices; Lieutenant Colonél John Essex-Clark,
Australian Army;,giéutenant Colonel Dusan M. Divjak, Yugo-
slav Armed Forces; and Captain Etienne Renard, French Army .
The professional quality of the thesis was immeasur-
ably enhanced by the knowledgeable assistance and interest
of my resident research committee: Major John C. Anderson,
Research and Thesis Advisor, and Lieutenant Colonels
R. D. Palmquist and R. C. Strudeman, members of the Graduate

Research Faculty. I also appreciate the counsel of Colonel

‘G. C. ‘Atkyns and Major G. H. Rice, members of the Consulting

Faculty.
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typist, Mrs. Evelyn F. Randolph, for converting nearly
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Lastly, I would like to. redognize the contribution of my
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.CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Phenotienon of OER Inflation
Lleutenant Colonel Rajendra Singh, in .an atticle on
efficiéncy reporting in the Indian Army, made reférence ito
Red Tabs and Bowler Hats, the latter being given tradition-
ally to those officers attendiiig staff college who demon-

strate little tactical expertise. The Red Tabs are repre-

séntative of those officers who are well :schooléd in théir

profession -and competent to perform field duties.® The U.S.
Army officer efficiency report system (OERS), as seems to
have been the case with the Indian Army system, is presently
feeling the strain of a chronic inflation problem. In
eSsence, it is becoming increasingly difficult to separate
the Red Tabs ‘fr¥om ‘the Bowler Hats.

Inflation, as appiied to performance apptaisal, can

‘be -defined as the tendency to rate an inordinately large

percentage of a group at or near the top of the performance

1LTC Rajendra Singh, "Red Tabs or Bowler Hats,"
Journal of the United Service Institution of India, April

T947, Ppp. 335547,
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pyramid. Such »i‘nflatviqﬁ ‘has been likened to the type, of
inflation that has beset the dollar. As it progresses, the
value of the instrument, whether it be a monetary unit or an
efficiency report, dec;ineS'in valugé.
Some behavioral scientists tend to consider infla-
tion a uﬁiVersal‘pfdeemwahd an inevitable by-product of any _;
eVaiuggion,system. A. review of -current literature on the
subject indicated that inflation and the evaluative process
tend to go hand in hand. Of 98 primary information sources
used in developing this research report, sources which
covered both the military and the éivilian sectors, a total
of 69 alluded either directly or indirectly to thé inflation
‘problem..
Inflation hds not always been associated with the
officer efficiency report (OER) in the U.S. Army. For
exanplé, about 75 per cent of all captains in 1922 rgceived Jf;
ratings of less than éxéelient. Less than 5 per cent of
them received the top rating of "sﬁperidr"\and only about
22 per cent received an “excellent" rating (second from the 7;

top).2 ‘This breakout~tesuited in a'typicai Gaussian

~

2Dr. David J. Chesler, "The Army Officer Efficiency

Reporting System," Transcript of Briefing at Arlington Hall

Station, Virginia, 18 December 1953 (Washington: Department i
of the Army, The Adjutant General's Office, Personnel
Research Branch, 1953), p. 2.




(distribution) curve. After 1924 the inflation problem
bDecame mofée apparent year by year, and, by 1945, 99 per cent
of the officer corps was receiving one of the top two rat-
fngSQS: The inflation situation had :become. so grave by the
‘outbreak ‘of World War II that the Army Chief of Staff,
General George €. Marshall, could not rely on efficiency
reports. to select genei;al:ofificers,.4

‘Many new report forms haviz been fielded ovet the
years, edch heralded as' a pariacéa to the problem 6f OER
inflation. Six ?ifferent efficiency report forms have been
used :since 1947, each lasting about four years.

The present level of inflation is such that the
ability of the OERS to discriminate between officers is
largely illusory. Brigadier General J. M. Gibson, Deputy
Commandant, U.S. Army Command and General :Staff College

(USACGSC), has said:

It is ‘well known throughout the service that the
current Efficiency Report System has been grossly
inflated. Because there is so little difference between
reports, they have become almost valueless as a tool for

Wi i St

e

3Dr David J. Chesler, "A Trend Study of Officer
) Efficiency Ratings for the Period 1922-1945," Report No. 896
(Washington: 'Department of the Army, The Adjutant General's
Office, Personnel Research Branch, 1952), p. 1.
4Charles D. Herron, "Efficiency Reports,' Infantry
Journal, April 1944, pp. 30-32.
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personnel management,
General Gibson's view receives support from many quarters
and reflects the apparent lack of confidence in the systom.
An infantry colonel wrote a letter to Army Times last year
in which he said:

Tlie present Officers' Efficiency Report is useless
as a tool for efficient career management and meaningful
assignments., In fact, I have tried hard to, come .up with
any reason for its continued use and can't.

Not all officers are quite so impassioned as the

infantry colonel in their assessment of the present system,

but there appears to be an overwhelming consensus that the

system is both inflated and in trouble. Most of those

officers at the USACGSC who responded to a questionnaire on

this subject in February 1971 considered inflation either a

significant problem or the single most imporxtant problem.
Based on. consultation with regpgnsiblefgergpnnelzat

Departiment. of the Army,, inflation continues to be a major

problem, Because release of statistics in this area would

tend ‘to build further inflation, statistics could nct be

5

J. M. Gibson, BG, U.S. Army, Deputy Commandant,

USACGSC, "The Army Efficiency Report System,' Mémorandum td

USACGSC Department Directors, 23 December 1970.

6"OERs Are Useless," Army Times, 25 March ¥#970,
p. 12. ; ]

'
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made available for wuse ir. this report.” lHowever, review of

cortain statistics suggested that the present inflation

broblem approaches the magnitude of past trends,\8

The fact that the officer corps assigns credence to

5

inflation creates psychological overtones. that erode confi-

dence in personnel evaluation and selection procedures.
This loss of confidence in the system represents a side

effect almost as deleterious as the inflation itself.

Purpose of the Research
Research .proceeded from the basic premise, founded
on prelimindry -empirical data, that the inflationary ten-
dency can be checked. Two principai hypotheseSRthat under~
girded the pursuit of this research are:
1. A brief historical survey of U.S. Army OERS,

with focus on the ‘inflationary tendency, can serve to illu-

minate the problem and facilitate the search for a solution.

2, Evaluation of foreign army OERS fiay serve to

identify principles and techniques which can be effectively

7LTC Roy Clark, :Chief, Officer Efficiency Report
Branch, Office of The AdJutant General, Department of the
Army, relephone interview, 28 December 1970.

80fficer Efficiency Report Systems (OERS) Study

Group, "The Officer Efficiency Reporting System, OERS"

(Washington: Department of the Army, Office of thezDeputy
Chief of Staff for Personnel, Classification andiStandards
Division, 1969), p. 2-6.
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.employed in combating efficiency report inflation in the
U.S. Army.

Any improvement in the OERS will benefit the Army in
terms of moré accurate identification of future leaders .and
also in terms .of improved management of officer assets.
Officers. possessing high potential must be identified at a
relatively early point in their career pattern if the lead-
ership needs of the future are to be met. The new volunteer
aimy concept also impacts in this area. Basically, the U.S.
Army is too large an,ingtituéiou not to have .an effective
form of efficiency reporting. ‘Whereas a ‘small military
organization can effectively rely on direct observation and,
to some extent, reputation, 1a§ge organizations must rely on
a.more standard system to provide equity for all. Any
research that serves to ameliorate or resolve the inflation

probleni:can be extremely worthwhile.

Approach Used To Conduct Reséarch

All available historical resources were surveyed for
information related to OER inflation, its causes, and
effécts. Information relative to the present OERS, as well
a8. pending changes, was obtained from the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Department of ‘the Army.

A "éonfidence' survey designed to élicit views on efficiency
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report inflation -and means of countering it was administered
to -a random sampling of students at the USACGSG. The com-
ments received tended to provide a profile on contemporary
thinking among the officer students. Because of their
value, -a. compéndium of selected comments8 is appended to this
research report.

A number of interviews were,cqugcted.wi;h Allied
representatives at the USACGSC from Australia, Canada,
France, Great Britain, Israel, Japan; West Germany, and
Yugoslavia. Use of a standard interview procedure in con-
ductingrprimaxyfinterviéWS allowed for analysis c¢f =1l .such
data in juxtaposition. All available -documentary informa-
tion on specific fofeign OERS was assembled. Since only
limited documentation was available. from local library
sources, most of the documentary information developed: was
gleaned from foreign sources and, in some cases, emcailed a
translation. effort.

In developing information on foreign efficiency
report systems, the military framework and. psychology sur-
rounding a System were considered as' importart as a basic
understanding of ;administrative procé@urés. After prélimi-
nary investigatioi, four foreign systems were singled out
for primary review--the Canadian, French, West German, -and

British systems. Eadch military organization selected has a
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well-developed mﬁlitary tradition and is presently cuploying
efficiency report procedures- designed to control inflation.
‘Additionally, none-of their control devices are presently
being utilized withk the U.S. Army system.

Bach of the fogr foreign systems selected has unique
Qualities'that‘cGﬁtributed to its selection. The Canadian
Forces use procedures desigﬁed to insure stringent central-
ized imonitorship to control inflation. THe French system
was found to differ from all others in that it uses both
forced ranking and forced distribution techniques. British
Army policies to .control infﬁatiop tend to be subtle and
outside the realm of administratIGé policy. The West German
report has been in effect only about a year andiemPLOYSasbme
‘innovative«iﬁfiationax?*céﬁtrolé that have not lyax-é,ejnprevi-~
ougly examip~d.

A briéf survey of professional literature on theée
subject of performance appraisal was conducted to -diagram
commen methodology associated with personnel -evaluatiou
systems. This was considered necessary to estdblish a
common basis for understanding. Finally, a comparative
analysis of efficiency report gystems and historical data .

led to a series of conclusions and recommendationis.
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CHAPTER II

SURVEY OF DEFINITIONS AND EVALUATIVE
TECHNIQUES COMMONLY ASSOCIATED
WITH PERFORMANCE APPRAIbAL

Performance appraisal téchniques are currently used
by virtually all large business concerns and military organ-
izations. Techniques have grown increasingly sophisticated
.during the past 50 years, :and extensive research hds been
undertaken .to develop-improvedbmethodsn The movement toward
a scientific approach, with its dttendant neéd to adopt
formalized means ofVQVQigaﬁing.;ndividuaL members of:the
work fotge,‘hasypagaliékgdﬂﬁhg«gibvﬁh in size of large
business organizations. Thensémezhasvbéén true of the U.S.
Army:

Many of the methods of performance appréisal :devel-
oped over the yéafsvwerg~désigned‘tp increase objectivity by
minimizing tﬁe tendency to be lenient in evaluating subordi-
nates. Some of the more common definitions and techniques

associdted with performance appraisal are examined below.

Definition of Terms

Performarice appraisal.--Performance appraisal can be

R :7’97
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defined as a- systematic evalﬁation of an individual by his
superfor or soie other qualifled person ito measure perform-
ance -and other indicators against certain established crite-
ria. The results of the evaluation are normally used to
detérmine eligibility for promotion, potential‘vdiue to the
organization, and other factors tailored to the nature of
the employment. ;n~the‘U.S. Army, for éxample, officeér

effi¢iency reports. (OER) provide a measure of an officer's

overall valuewto~thevse:viceuand.ihformation~essentialst9

his career development, including dgty~éS§ighments.l

Yglidity and reliabilitz.e-Validity, as applied to

performance appraisal, is..the ability of the rating to
measure that which it is intended to measure. If the¢ per-
formance appraisal system is able to deliver a conmsistently
valid measurement over an extended period of time, it can be

classed as reliable. In 1953 The Adjutant General's Office

issued the following commént about validity as it applies to

an efficiency reporting systeém:

1f an .efficiency report system results in ratings which
truly reflect differénces among the ratees in their
overall performance, and if it does this in the fairest
possible manner, minimizing the number of indivxdual

1Department of the Army, Offlcer Efflclengy,Reports,
AR 623-105 (March 1970), p. 1.
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injustices; it may be considered a Validasystem.2
Human prejudices and bia§e§:inf1uéhce*the validity
of an appraisal system.. Robert. N. Mcﬁery is6lated 16 dis-
tinct sources of human error that Eommqnly act to dilute ‘the
validity of merit rating programs. Among them are 'lack of
uniform criteria or‘stgndgrdsﬂof performance from rater to
rater" and the "hald effect," wherein: "if the man is liked,

he is seeén as excelling in every trait; if disliked, as

. e § T S . 3
deficient in every trait."~ Because the sources: of error

H

‘McMurry identified provide ar insight into those human fac-

tors that produce inaccurate and inflated ratings, his

complete listing is given in Appendix A.

Acceptability.--T¢ e acceptable, both rater and

ZFatee must bBe receptive to, .and have confidence in, the

appraisal sysStem being used. The U.S. Army ‘has placed great
emphasis on this factor in design of all recent officer

effiniency report systems (OERS).

2Personnel Research Branch, '"How the Army Rates Its
Officers'" (Washington: Department of the Army, The Adjutant
General's. Office, May 1953), p. 6.

3R0bert N. MMurry, '"Clear Communications for Chief
Executives," in Presilent and Fellows of Harvard' College,
How Successful Executives Handle People: Twelve Studies in

Communications and Managewent. Skills ([Cambridge, Mass. ],
1951), p. 3.
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%é Ratiqg;feg@béck.-*Rating feedback refers to informa-

y 7 ~

ié‘ tion that filters to both the rater and the ratee .concerning

?% the quality of the rating given. In some cases it may let

}%‘ . the rater know thow he rates in relation to other rating

E%' - officials and where his ratings place subordinates on the

i% ¢ distribution curve. From the ratee's standpoint, it ptro- ’
Eé vides an index as to how well he is doing in relation to his

1

ﬁ; ‘contemporaries.

fé Feedback can be either formal or informal. A recent g
Vé case -study involving a lirge technology-based civilian ;
ééi company provides an -example of informal feedback. The work é
;{ force quicklyilgarned‘ghgt those employees vio were called

13 into. the supervisor's ofﬁiqe on the first Friday of each

iy month were receiving raises. They also deduced quickly that

11 the raises were going to those rated highest by management, ‘
i; thus giving allian indication of where they stood in rela-

§i

] tion. .to othersﬁé A good example of a formal system is that
3 used by the Efench Army. An officér's roster published

' : annually indiéates each officer's ranking in his branch.>

. Paul H. Thompson and Gene W. Dalton, 'Performance
Appralsal Managers, Beware,' Harvard Bu81ness Review,
January=-February 1970), p. 150,

i PLIC M. Maze, French Army Liaison Officer to USACGSC, |
{ personal interviews, 12 November 1970, 10 February 1971 and
1 & 13 April 1971. - =
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Feedback is not always encouraged. For some ‘time
now it has been a matter of policy in the U.S. Army to avoid
feedback. This policy stems from the fear that if such
. feedback were provided, raters would become even more

lenientﬂ6

‘\

Evaluative Techniques.

Forced ranking.--The term "forced ranking" as used

here can algo be referred to as the "rank order technique."
This method of perforinance appraisal requires: the rater to
Tist all ratees in relative order of merit, placing the best
man at the top of the list. This procedure forces the rater
to assign each ratee to a différent position on the rating
scale, thus theoretically eliminating the possibility of
rater leniency. Performance ranking has been gaining in
popularity in recent years hecause it irisures that subordi-
nates are evaluated and rewarded différentially.7

It can be shown that in actual practice this device
is not always effective. Examples of both successful and

unsuccessful application of this technique to officer effi-

ciency reporting systems are outlined in subsequent chapters.

6EdwardA. Rundquist, "Officer Efficiency Reports :
Discussed by Army's Personnel Research Expert," Army-Navy-
Air Force Journal, 26 April 1952, p. 1043, .

N I

Iy

L. - 'Thompsqnnand=®a%ton?=pf,%5%;

Y
s

TN ST g -

e aen = et e e e =l e




T4
The‘U.S. Army--eliminated the forced ranking concept Lrom its
OERS in Octobet 1969 because it had been so highly unpopular
among the officer corps. The French, Japanese, and West
German officer evaluation systems presently employ the

forced ranking technique.

Forced distribution technique.--The forced distribu-

tion technique is closely allied with that of forced ranking.

The difference lies in the fact that the first-mentioned

does not requitre .an absolute ordering of ratees, only that

the results follow a mormal distribution curve. In effect,

only a limited mumber of embioygéS\mayfbe given the highest

R it

and the lowest ratings, with the preponderance of the ratees

S

oha 27

being placed at the scalé's midpoint. This "forcing' of a

T eda

normal distribution curve markgdiy reduces' the inflationary

(et

tendency. A performance appraisal expert underscored the

TP 0%

advantages of this system when he wrote:

L

SRty 7 g 24

This method is very simple--perhaps the simplest of -all
merit rating systems. But ité simplicity is based on
the fact that very extensive statistical work with a
variety of more complicated systems. has shown that it
not only givés all results yielded by more complicated
‘Systems gut gives the results with even greater reli-
ability.

AR

8Joseph‘Tiffin,’"The Forced Distribution System,"” in

Performance Appraisal: Research and Practice, ed. by Thomas
L. Whisler and Shirley F. Harper {New York: Holt, Rinehart
-and. Winston,. 1962):;. pps 189-90s-
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The forced distribution technique, as in the case
with other methods that force discrimination between indi-
viduals, can be rather unpopular. A few years ago a large

civilian company adopted it to insure .that the distribution

curve did not become skewed toward the high end of the scale.

Managers and supervisors were instructed that the average

rating in each department (about 50 engineers) was expected

to remain at 40 on the reporting. scale. For a number of

reasons employee morale and productivity plummeted. One

supervisor summed up the situation this way:
Unfortunately, under the new . . . system, we have to
tell one-half of our engineers that they are below
average. After we tell a man his score is below 40
[average], he won't do anything for a month. He stews
over the low rating, and he may even take a few dsys
sick leave, even though he's not physically sick.

Only the French efficiency report system presently

uses this procedure, and, from all indicationms, successfully.

Forced choice technique.~-The U.S. Army introduced

the forced choice method of performance appraisal following
World War I1I, but the officer corps -did not accept it. A
forced choice rating scale is typically a checklist consist-
idg of a series of blocks of short descriptive statements,

two to six per block. The ratér must identify those

e fm e e et it Ty S e

9Thoinpson and Dalton, p. 152.
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‘statements which are the most. and the least descriptive ot
the ratee. Figure 1 is an example from the only recent U.S.

Army OER that used this method, DA Form 67-1 (1947).

Most Least

Ite@/ Descriptive Descriptive
Yo, = =
P Gteite diseipime. LT =7
© Stractive erttictsm. =7 I
%" Fendering dectstons. L7 (=7

Figure 1. Example of Forced Choice Techihique

Much has been written about this technique, .and
during the period it was in vogue -the Army assembled a
considerable amount of statistical data on it. Thesé 'sta-
tistics clearly indicate that the forced choice technique
tends to provide greater discrimination than traditional
systems.lO This appears to result from the fact that thé

rating official ‘does not havé complete cortrol of the evalu-

ative aspect of the scale. In effect, the rater does not

know for sure which response in :a given rating’blockzwill

%% 10Donald E. Baier, 'Reply to Travers' 'A Critical
;é Review of the Validity and Rationale .of :the Forced-Choice
F Technidue, " P§ychological Bulletin, September 1951,

pp. 427-28. i ‘
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yield the maximum score. This same aspect resulted in the
unwi-llingiess ol the officer corps. to accept the system.
Raters had no way of knowing the level of rating being given
and they did not even know whether they were rating subordi-
nates in the upper or lower half of :all personnel. The

Adjutant General's scoring key was /2 closely guarded secret.

Paired coitparison scale’, The paired comparison
scale, one of the earliest systematic methods, requires the
rater to list the names of‘all the persons he is ‘rating and
then arrange them so that every ratee is compared with all
other persons in the group. The rater indicdtes ‘which ratee
is best in each. comparison: unti) each ratee ‘has been com-
pared with all other ratees. The number of times the ratee
was selected as best in fhese comparisons is then tabulatead.
Those personnel evaluated are then ranked in orde¥ of merit
based on the score received.

Paired. comparison has rarely been used. Among its
several disadvantages is the fact it isatime-consﬁmingcand
tile rating process has been conSidered wearying to the

rater.ll The involved nature of this system can be seen in

11VC. H. Lawshe, N. C. Kephart, and E. J. McCormick,

"The Paired: Comparison Téchnique for Rating Performance of
Industrial Employees,' in Performance Appraisal: Research
and Practice, ed. by Thomas L. Whisler and Shlrley F. Harper
(New Yorky "HoOTIt, Kinehart and Winston, 1962), Pp. 209=15.

——
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the fact that a -superior would need tH make 576.:separate
decisions to evaluate 25 subordinate$. The feasibility-of
adapting this system to a lafge population, such as the

officer corps of the U.S. Army, seenis highly questionable.

Narrative report technique.--As the name suggests,

the narrative report technique allows for open-ended remarks,

It can tdaicé one Of two forms. On the one hand, remarks can

. be‘controiiéd§thréugh stipulation of what must be :covered in

thé narrative. The West German OERS establishes very tight
constraints in .this respect. When no restrictions are
placed on what must appear in the narrative, it can be
called a ""free-writtén rating."

The narrative technique has the advantage of allow-
ing for a candid portrait of the officer outside the bounds
of restrictivé graphic rating scales. This system is gener-
ally considered: to be a useful adjunct to other rating
techniques.

The narrative type report also has some liabilities.
First, the method does not lend itself to any form of
expression in numeri~al terms. Second, the remarks can be
subject to misinterpretation. Not everyone can write well.
Two- remarks taken from actual efficiency reports underscore

this problem: 'Maintains good ré&lations unilaterally" .and

e s s e
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"His leadership is outstanding except for the ability to- get
along with subo:’r;'dinateSu"12
The' Personnel Research Laboratory of the Air Force
Systems Command conducted a study to see if 4 word-picture
checklist could be substituted’ for the narrative portion of
the Air Force Officer Effectiveness Report. The study
determined that it 'is feasible to replace the nérrative~with
a ¢hecklist. Initial reaction of the users (raters) on two
separate administrations of the checklist instrument

revealed that approximately 60 per cent of more than 1,000

officers would recommend or strongly recommerid adoption.13

Critical incident technique.-~The critical incident
techniqué was developed by the American Institute for

Research and was once uséed by the U.S. Air Force as part of

the officer effectiveness report. The term "critical inci-

dent'" refers to means by which statements of behavior are
elicited. The starting point in thé process is to develop a
series of behdvioral statéments that have meaning in cerms
of either effectiveness or ineffectiveness. The rating

officials are then instructed to observe the behavior of

12Lawshe, Kephart, and McCormick, p. 220.

13HRB%Singer, Inc., "A Word Picture Checklist for
Officer Effectiveness Repoxts' (Lackland Air Force Base,
Tex., November 1964), p. 3.
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Figutre 2 shows one of the areas evaluated with this now-

defunct Air Force OERS.

Méihta@nipg Relations with Subordinates

L
Was unable to control
‘his subordinates because

of excessive social
familiarity with thenm,

.3

Malntalned friendly
relations with subordi-
nates: w1thout loss of
discipline or the

respect due his posi-
tion.

2

Maintained discipline
and the respect due an
officer in his pos:tlon
with difficulty because
of undue familiarity
with subordinates.

4

Associated with subordi-
nates in -a manner which
added to their respect
for him as a superior

-officer.

Attained a high level of
dlsc1p11ne and respect
from subordinates
throtigh his friendly but
reserved conduct toward

them.

Flgure 2.

Example of An Area Evaluated by

‘Critical Incident Technlque

Advocates of this appraisal device contend it

reduces ratér bias since the rating official merely selects

va

the appropriate behavioral statement and is not required to

14

Officer Efficiency Report Systems (OERS) Study

Group [hereinafter referred to as: OERS Study Group], "The
Officer Effic1encv Reportlng System, OFRS" (Washington:
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render an evaluation. It can bé argued, on thé other hand.,
that ‘the rafer knows the thrust of the behaviordl statemeiits
and can .seléct those which ibias the result. Further, the
superior ‘s répeated observation of an employee may ténd to
cause the eployee to dlter his behavior when the supervisor
is présent. The most significant disadvantage, however,
falls in the aréé«ai.gﬁseryed.béhavior,which, over a pericd
of time; will ‘tend to refl t dlfferent behav1ora1 stater
ments. The -critic¢al incidént techniique would seem to be

basically unsuitable for a military environment:

Mg}tiléys%.géﬁigggyeéMdﬁtilevél ratings serve to
suﬁpkqmgﬁt'thé éﬁp@tVi§QﬁiSm&&@iﬂaﬁiOn”Wifh information: from
other jourctes. At its éXtreme, this. method uses a 3-dimen-
sional raﬁipgnéyggém Wﬁich:iﬁéludesgéqggrior, suboxrdinates,
and pee¥s. Since the ratee tends o be perceived somewhat
diffetently by each of them; using, either itwo ot three
collectively would pfqyide‘g'mﬁltidimensional.picture of the
person: “:evé:luatéa‘“.

| Peer ratings for determining leadership potential
have been a part of the evaluative process at the United

States Military Academy (USMA). iQr maéy»y@ars and have

e - -

Department of the - A“my, Ofrlce of the: Deputy Chlef of Staff
for Personnél, Cla351f1catlon and Standards Division; 1J69),
P 3-15. .
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proved to be quite accurate in predicting career success.

‘One observation made by a USMA survey of peer rating in 1947

was that it takes tactical officers four months to be able

to -evaluate students as successfully as peer raters can

after only dne*m.onth.15 There seems to be .a strong consen-

sus among behavioral scientists that peer ratings hayve

considerable value. The qgestionnaife survey this writer
administered to more than 200 officer students at the U.S.

Army Command aind General Staff College in February 1971

reveiled a majority of the sampling as unwilling to accept a

peer rating system.
The use of .subordinate ratings .garners: even less

support than the peer rating technique. However, subordi-

nate ratings are considered to have some value.

‘G?gppic-eyélua;ion;sﬁa}es.--The graphic type rating
involves the listing of personal qualities or traits, with
the rater checking off the appropriate adjectival or numeri-
cal value assigned t~ each. This is one of the most common
methods of appraisal presently in use. The type of entries
used reflect the nature of the occupation involved and the
values: dssociated with it. The current U.S. Army OER lists.

24 persénal qualities that are generally accepted as

"0ERS Study Group, p. 3-24.
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attributes of léadership (e.g., initidtive). The number of

specific traits listed in an OER varies widely. The curvent

West German report lists 30?»whéréasvphe Israeli report

. lists only 6.
Major 0. J. O'Brien of the Royal Australiah Infantry
N recently studied this :aspect of performance appraisal in
comparing the number and type of personal qualities used in

the OERS of principal Commonwealth countries. He concluded

= that the/specificity of such items is of high impo;;tance.l6
: The listing of too: many traits in a performance appraisal
i i tends. to encourage the halo effect, but the number of quali-
; ) ties listed can sometimes be teduced‘throughrtﬁe use of more
? specific entries. The OERS study conducted in 1969 suggests
that future research will strive to reduce the number of
2 traits to bée considered on a reporting form.17
Some behavioral scientists argue that there is a
;‘ tendency to place too much emphasis on personal qualities at
? the expense of criteria that measure efficiency. Care must
be exercised in the selection of traits to be evaluated in
E . order to insure balanced measurement. In addressing the
1 ' 160 J. 0'Brien, MAJ, Royal Australian Army, "per-
4 formance Appraisal and the Confldential Report,' Army Jour-
: nal (Australia), No. 256, September 1970, pp. 24-25.
% lyOERS«Study Group, p. 3-7.
.
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U.S. Army War College 1968 class, Colonel E. D. Bryson made
some rather pithy remarks on the use of personal qualities
as ‘an index to coinpeténce and future success. He said:

Many of our leadership selection procedures now .are
based on the personnel reseatch done 30 or 40 years ago.
At that time the "trait theory' was in vogue. We looked
at characteristics or personal qualitiés like appearance,
ambltlon. dependability, fotce, adaptablllty, tact, :
—morallcourage . « « . Somehow, the theory went, if a man ‘
had, or could develop, these personal qualities, he
should be conigidered for leadership jobs. There's an
interesting -aspect -of evaluative research on: this theory.
It has to do with measuring the relationship between
various: character traits and a criterion of :success. Do
you know what correlates highest with fast promotion and
attainment of hlgh rank? [Referring to-.an evaluative
research study in 1ndustry,] I hate to tell you, but it
is not what we say we're 1ook1ng for. It is a lack of
personal integrity as reflected in family difficulties. »
Delinquehf kids. Divorcing your wife. Having a
mistress. T

-
o

{

Trends
As .can be seen from ‘the various techniques explained
above, a number of measurement devices have been developed
in the field of performance appraisal. Only the more common

ones have been presented here. There are a number of new

devices being experimented with in industry which may ulti-

mately prove of value. Performance appraisal in a

: « = AW

18COL E. D. Bryson; Chief, Personnel Research Divi-

sion, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Persomnel, »
Department of the Army, "Some Manpower and Personnel Con-
cepts for the 1978-1987 Time Frame," Presentation:before -the

T e

1S Hxmy ‘War College, 15 April 1968, p. 8.
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scientific sense remains a relatively new art, and a
dynamic one. The application -of computer technology may

provide for the development of more advanced forms.
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CHAPTER III

GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OF
U.S. ARMY OER SYSTEM

Early History (Prior to 1890)

The U.S. Army -did not develop a permanent efficiency

reporting sysStem -until 1890. Prior to that time evaluation ¢
of officers was sporadic, for the most part informal, and

principally by way of service reputation. Patronage and

nepotism were much in evidence. During most of the period:
before 1890 the Army remained small and there was no real
need to develop a formal systgm‘of evaluation. Officers
could expect to'stéy wiﬁh the same regiment almost indegg-
nitely, and: their capabilities were well known to all mem-
bers of the organization, including those able to make . .
influence promotions. It was not uncommon for Several

members of a family to serve together at the same post.

Nine adult members of the Custer family were with the
Seventh Cavalry at the time of the Battle of the Little

' Bighorn. The adjutant finally refused to add more.1

1Jay‘¥onaghap, Custer: The Life of General George
Armstrong Custer (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 19599,
p. 367.° -

26
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General Geprge A. Custer, two younger brothers, a nephew,
and a brother-in-law were killed in the ensuing massacre.
Nonetheless, this early period was not entirély
. devoid of meaningful effort to -devélop evaluation techniques.
In 1813 :the combined offices :0of The Adjutant General and the
» inspector general sent a letter to 13 regiments asking that
a report be provided which assigned a relative rank by grade
for all officers of the commdnd. From all available evi-
dence, that was the first time a forced ranking teéchnique
was used in the U.S. Army. The report was ‘to .distinguish
between: those officers known to be meritorious and those who
fell at the opposite end of the spectrum. One com@ander’s
response ''expressed a hope that his communication might
remain confidential in order to avoid unpleasant feelings"2
--a harbinger of the controversy that wouid develop in the
20th century regarding the propriety of not showing an offi-
cer his reports.
Although the inspector general quite often incorpo-
rated in his reports remarks concerning the quality of offi-
cers in various commands, little use was made of the infor-

mation. Almost all formal evaluative effort during this

2Malip Craig, Jr., COL, U.S. Army, [Draft:] History
of the Officer Efficiency Report System, United States Army,
1775-1917 (Washington: Office of the Chief of Military
History, 1953), pp. II-10 & II-11.
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early peridd was concentrated on elimination of the unfit
rather than on identification ©f officers who possessed
outstanding value to the service.

Even the Civil War failed to produce any significant
movement in the direction of a formal efficiency reporting
system, While the numbe¥ of men under arms expanded consid-
erably, the size of the Regular Army remained basically
static and service reputation and patronage still played a
primeé role. The Confederate: Army instituted a requirement
V'or periodic reports on all combat officers, but it was
never really placed in use. This action hds significance in
that it was the first time any requirement for periodic

officer evaluation had ever been stated in an American army.

Beginnings of a Permanent System
o (1890-1922) ‘

The 1890's saw the: advent of a systematic efficiency
reporting system in the Arm.y.3 Secretary of War Redfield
Proctor issued the first directive on this subject in April
1890. In iaying'nut the principles arnd aims of the effi-
ciency reporting system, the directive noted:

A record will be kept in the War Department of the

services, efficiency, and special qualifications of
officers of the Army, including tive condition of their

3'R.ussell' F. Weigley, History of the United States
Army (New York: Macmillan Company, 1967), p. 291.
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commands- and the percentages of desertion tzeréfrom, and
from further reports made for that purposc.

This first annual report came in two. parts, the first to be
completed by the officer himself and the second by his com-
manding officer. It was mandatory that the commanding offi-
cer's report be shown to the rated officer 'when it was

unfavorable.

There is evidence that asvearly as 1891 tbe problem
closely related to the problem of efficiency report infla-
tion. A recommendation was made that the offiéer in charge
of the "efficiency record section be of wide personal
acquaintance in order that he might give proper weight to
the reports in keeping with the characters of the grading
officials.."5 There is no indication that the recommendation
was favorably considered. It is interesting to note that a
number of the foreign efficfency reporting systems to be
evaluated in this study presently ‘employ a technique along
these lines,

By 1895 the efficiency report had attained. the sta-
tus of a permanent system. With each succeeding year the
reports tended to become more lengthy. By 1914 the report

had gréwn to 24 pages (4 by 8-1/2 inches, opening

5

4Craig, p. ITI-1. Craig, p. III1-4.
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vertically). For a brief period in 1914 a forced choice
type technique was employed with the efficiency report. In
1917, probably as a result of war mobilization, the report
was shortened to 12 pages for the sake of simplicity.

Two overriding factors séem to have more or less
dictated the acceptance of an army-wide annual efficiency
reporting system by the officer corps¥during the period
1890-+1922. The withdrawal in 1890 of officer promotion
authority from the: regimental commands was the first step in
support of an army-wide s?stem.6 President Theodore Roose-
velt ((190%:-1909) decided that too much political influence
was creeping into the area of officer selection and prouo-
tion. He clearly enunciated foicer personnel management
policies that ruled out use of patronage for personal
advancement, and he threw his weight behind an officer eval-
uatién system that would be impartial and would base person-
nél actions on individual merit alone.7 If any one factor
can be singled out as having been of paramount importance in
the development of a viable efficiency reporting system, it

would: have to be Theodore Rodsevelt's intervention.

Syeigley, p. 291.

7L'I‘C Carroll B. Hodges, Chief, Personnel Research
Branch, The Adjutant General's Office, U.S. Army, "The Offi-
cer Efficiency Reporting S¥stem,' Speech about 1954 before
military audiences, p. 3. (Transcript.)
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Form 67

Form 67 (initially célled Form 711), an outgrowth -of
research condﬁctéd'during World War I, was inaugurated in
1922 and marked the first use of rating scales. The same
basic $system, except for a major Chénge\gf format in 1945,
was used until 1947. The "67" number series has been used
ever since. The form brought with it significant improve-
ments over previous methodology. It also represents a mile-
stone in that it brought. the U;§m;Army's efficiency report-
ing system to the threshold of the inflation problem that
would plague it in later years.

The initial Form 67 is shown in.Appendix B. During
the first few years of its existence, this reporting system
was highly.effective in controlling inflation. Most ratings
clustered daround the midpoint of the 'scalé. Between the
years 1922 and 1924, however, an actual "hardening" ¢f the
system can be detected in the distribution curve. That
curve reflects a significant decrease in the number of offi-
cers who received one of the two top ratings. The system

reached the high-water mark of its effectiveness in 1924 and

then increasingly came under the influer.ce of inflation.8

8Dr. David J. ChesTér, A Trend Study of Officer
Efficiency Ratings for the Petriod 1922-1945," Report No. 896
(Washington: Department of the Army, The Adjutant General's.

Office, Personnel Research Branch, 1952), p. 2.
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igure 3 reflects the trend toward leniency in the
elficiency ratings given captains of all branches during the

fiscal years between. 1922 .and 1941.9

The: figure clearly
‘$hows the magnitude of thel problem and ‘how it .accelerated
with the passage of time. ‘The onset of inflation seems to
have been triggered in largé part by the establishment of
minimum rating standards for certain sought-after assign-
fients. Raters ‘began to rate -subordinates in terms of main-
taining their eligibility for such assignments.

In evaluating trends during the 25-year history of
Form 67, some other interesting statistics emerged, First,
a tendency toward branch bias was identified. Noncombat
arms .officers were likely to receive higher ratings than
combat arms officers. By around 1935, the inflationary
spiral had largely obliterated this phenomenon. Another
trend identified was in the area of grade bias; the higher
the grade of the officer, the higher ‘the rating.

While the teﬁdeﬁcy to correlate ratings and grade

levels has been found throughout the history of Form 67,

grade bias has not been limited to the U.S. Army. A 1956

Sampling of ‘several thousand reports in the U.S. Marine

9Pe,rsonnel Research Bfanch, 'How the Army Rates Its
Officers" (Washington: Department of the Army, The Adjutant

-Senerdl's Office, May 1953), pp. 8-9.
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Corps shows precisely how bias ténds to follow grade struc-
ture (see Table:1). This bias contributes to inflation.
While it can be argued that overall competence should natu-
rally increase with grade, it is also theoretically true
that ‘there should be some semblance of balarnce (normal dis-
tribution curve). at each grade plateau. This should hold
true since lieutenants are evaluated against each other, not
against the officer cotps at large; captains against cap-

tains; and so -on up the scale.

TABLE 1.--Grade bias

Per Cent Outstaﬁding

Regular Geﬁéral Value
Rapk N ’Dut?gs 7 to Servicg
2d<Ligﬁ£ena;£i A 2
18t Lieutenant 20 7
Captain: 7 - 33 15
Major 51 32
‘Lieutenant -Colonel 60 39

Colonel 7 ) 70 55

g

Source: R. D. Heinl, COL, USMC, "Fitness
Reporting~-Some Adverse Remarks," Marlre Coxps
;Gazette April 1959, pP. 22,

Form 67 was well liked by officers in the field.
Familiarity with the system through long use undoubtedly

contributed to its popularity. However, the primary factor
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in its popularity seems to have been 'the high assurance of a

good rating.

By World War II Form 6%1had become largely aieless.
. Personnel selection boards, including those for gengral
officer selection, could no longer depend on efficiléncy 1
. reports to identify the top caliber officers. Personal
knowledge of officer capabilities, by reason 0f nécessity,
becamé a key index in determining officer promotability. In
essence, the ‘old service reputation concgpt; was reasserting
itself. 1It can be hypothesized that thé temporary return to
a dependence on service reputation contributed to the large
numbey of officers from the 1915 class of the United Stateés
Military Ac¢ademy who became general officers, a case of

siccess by association.

Subsequent Forus 67

As may be seen in Appendix C, DA Form 67-1, adopted
in 1947, marked a major departure from previous systems.
First and foremost, it used the graphic scale in tandem with
the forced choice technique. This form, which received
field testing prior to formal adoption, was the first effi-
‘ ciency report form to be validated and standardized. For
the purposes of checking validity, in 1946 more than 7,700

officers were asked to complete both Form .67 and the

RINEIN P
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proposed DA Form 67-1. 7To establish a cviterion for weasur-
ing the comparative §alidity of the two forms, superiors,
subordinates, and associates. of each rated officer rendered
an evaluation. The average score resulting from these rat-
ings became the criterion for validity. Table 2 shows the
degree of correlation between each evaluation form and the
established .criterion.

TABLE 2.--Comparative validity of Form 67 and proposed
DA Form 67-1 in April 1946

Sample“l ' Sample 2.

(N = 4,208) (N = 3,563)

Form DA Form Form DA Form
Rank»h 67 67-1 ’ 67 ’67-1

Colomel 24 .35 .30 30
Lieutenant Colonel .13 .23 .48 .50
Major .32 42 .32 .34
Captain .21 .31 .34 .35

1st Lieutenant .34 46 45 S |

2d Lieutenant .30 45 46 .57

~

fource; Donald E. Baier, "Reply to Travers' 'A
Critf.:al Review of the 'Validity and Rationale of the
Forced-Choice Technique,'' Psychological Bulletin,
‘September 1951, p. 427. S o

It can be seen that DA Form 67-1 generally demon-
strated a greater degree of validity thaplForm\67. This
OERS (officer efficiency report system) also produced a

distribution pattern that closely approximated a normal
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i . o X
Bell curve: 0 Scores were standardized- in the sense that

meaning was attached to the 'raw scores.-obtained, something

that had never beer done with Form 67. From a validity

point of view éndithe standpoint of improved differentiation ?
and rgéuced inflation, DA Form 67-1 showed great promise. i
In térms of acceptability to the officer corps, it was a

failure. As mentioned in Chapter I1I, heither the rater nox g{

the ratee had any ireal way of knowing what value was being i

placed..on .a partigular rating.

As a consequence; DA Form 67-2 (see Appendix D) made
its appearance in 1950, Like DA Form 67-1, it was standard-
ized, but no effort wés made to validate it. Even more

significantly, and in spite of the problems with the previ-

ous form, no action was taken through field testing to

determine its acceptabllity to. the officer«corps;ll ¢
One highly significant aspe¢t of the system under i
DA Form 67-2 ‘Was use: for the first time of an overall effi- :

ciency index (OEI) ‘covering a 5-year period. The OEI was

bagically a method of averaging reports rendered by o
10D E. Baler, "Interpreting Officer Efficiency :
Reports," Army Information Digest, October 1949, p. 6L, ;
1pr. David J. Chesler, "The Army Officer Efficiency

Reporting System,” Transcript of Briefing at Arlington Hall
Station, Virginia, 18 December 1953 (Washington: The Adju-
tant General's Office, Personnel Research Branch), p. 4.
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different rating officials. It had been found that averag-
ing was the best way of differentiating between officers
since it offset the problem of rater differences.12 This

. procedure, of course, would facilitate the rank ordering of
officers for promotion purposes; however, the technique

. needs to. be kept in perspective. It would nét serve to
ameliorate an inflation problem, only to establish an arith-
metic method of separating officers on the scale. The aver-
aging. of scores over an extended period of time has obvious
value, but, given a highly inflated overall rating pattern,
its value would seem to be somewhat Jimited.

Considerable fanfare accompanied the introduction in

1953 of DA Form 67-3, reproduction of which is included in
this thesis as Appendix E. Since it had been determined
that acceptability by the officer corps‘must be achieved,

"it was decided to permit the officer corps to construct

”

their own form to a 1arée degree.”lj Thz end result was
that the new form represented only a modification of the
preceding one. The new form was validated in a manner siw:

lar to that used before the adoption -of DA Form 67-1. The

. 12Edward A. Rundquist, "Officer Efficiency Reports
Discussed by Army's Personnel Research Expert," Army-Navy:
Air Force Journal, 26 Aprll 1952, p. 1043.

13Chesler,"‘l‘he Army Officer Efficiency Reporting
System," p. 4.
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is a strong suggestion, however, that much more weight was
placed on the acceptability issue than on the cgpabiliCy ot
the form to deliver an objective méasurement.

DA Form 67-4, adopted three years latear, was also a
bdsic revision of DA Form 67-2 (see Appendix F). The OEIL
base was extended from five to seven years 'to lessen the
impact of extreme reports and to predict an officer's true
efficiency more clearly."14

The development of DA Form 67-5 was undertaken in

1958, with the report. going into army-wide use in 1961 (see

Kppendix G). The need for the new system paralleled the

' rationale governing previous changes in the "67'" series. It
had been de:ermined that DA Form 67-4 was losing ground in
both validity and:acqeptabili;y.ls The new system did away
with the OEI concept and substituted an annual numerical
score, dropping the standard sédring scale in the process.
The composite numerical score which the rater and the

indorser entered on each form became the basis: for the

annual numerical score. As a safeguard against hard and

14Department of the Army, "Army Will Implement an
Improved Modification of the OER [Officer Efficiency Report]
Form on December 31, 1956," News: Service Rélease No. 161
(Office of Informatlon, 30 October' 1956).,

15anartment of the Army, The New Officer Eff1c1enov
Reporting System, DA Pam 355-25 (June 1961), P. 3.
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Qasy, rutﬁts, r;ting officials had to furnish factual support
for each award of the highest and lowest numerical rating.
A mandatory counseling requirement was prescribed and it was

also decided that officers ‘would not be shown their reports.

This efficiency report, like its predecessors, ultimately

fell victim to inflation. The ho-show policy was subject to
frequent attacks by the officier corps, a factor which

unquestionably lessened its aageptability.

Present Efficienc¢y Report System

DA Form 67-6;, in use since 1968, represents uo. gieal
departure from past policies and‘procedures (see Appendix 1) .
Most of the.changes were cosmetic rathet than substantive in
nature. As an example, the space allocated on ‘the form for
narrative remarks was reduced in size in the ‘interest of
de-emphasizing the importance of this particular -element.
Rating officials were enjoined to éonfine their rematks to
the space proVided%16 instructions .a sizable number of rat~ :
ing officials have chosen to ignore. .On the other hand,
some. rating officials; because -0f misinterpretation of the

regulation, initially chose to leave this portion of the

report blank. That probiemy acéording,to an Army Times

16Department of the Army, Offlcer Eff1c1encv Reporis, N
AR 623-105 (March 1970),. p. 4=6. T
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article in the fall of 1968, was later corrected.

4
17

One' important feature .0f the system initially was
the use of a forced ranking scale that required both the
rater and the indorser to rank the officer among officers of
the same grade "performing :similar functions.'" Rating offi-
cials were also. required to. show the placement of all offi-
cers being compared in one of five rating blocks ranging
from "'top! to '"bottom 5th." This technique was designed to
présent .a picture of the standards of the rating officials.
The forced ranking system proved highly ineffective. Sample
surveys showed that about 40 per cent of the raters found
reasons not to complete the rank-order portion of the report
and’ 43 per cent of the remainder ranked the officer either

"i" or "2" of "x" number of Qf_ficers.l8

In effect, each
officer, at time of evaluation, suddenly ranked at the wvery
top of his peer group.

Forced ranking also encountered high-level resis-

tance in the field. Major General Charles P. Stone, while

commanding the 4th Infantry Division in Vietnam (1968),

‘ 17Randdll Shoemaker, '"OER Raters: Eulogies, No!
But Some Comment, Yes!,'" Army Times, 2 October- 1968, p. 10.

18Departmgnt of the Army, "Chief of Staff's Weekly
Summary: Deletion of Forced Ranking Block, Part XIIA, Offi-
cer Efficiency Réport (DA Form 67-6" (16 September 1969),
p. 1.
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refused to enter a ranking for officers he evaluated and
stated in the narrative portion of each report that he con-
sidered such a ranking meaningless. According to Shoemaker,
one major failing of the fotced ranking technique was that
"almost every faterfhad a different idea of which subordi-
nates had to be grouped together for gpmparison."l9

Bowing t0 an acute acceptability problem, the rank-
ordering portion of the report was discontinued in October
1969, but the requirement to list officers in one of the
five rating blocks with peers was: retained. Since an aster-
isk. is used to,indicatg'in which block the rated officer
falls, this .technically constitutes retention of a forced
ranking technique. In practice, it does not work out that
way since many ratexs place all of the rated officer's peer:
in the top block, thus obscuring the telative merit of the
rated officer among his contemporaries.

Originally, the intent was to commit Part XII of the
report form, which covered forced rankirig; to computer tape
so that a running average of annual average .scores (AAS) o1
past reports rendered by each rater and indorser could be

‘developed. Based on what that average turned out to be,

éach report rendered by that officer would be stamped to

19pandal1 Shoemaker, "Forced Ranking Cut from OER,"
Army Times, October 1969, p. 3. h
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reflect his standards (high, medium, or low). This
approach never materialized.
The administrative procedures for the present report

. %pecify that. the normal rating period for a company grade

officer will 'be at least 60 days, with 90 days being the

. ‘standard for field grade officers. As in the past, reports

y a"l‘

must be forwarded to The Adjutant General not later than

45 days after the ending day of the report. It is signifi-

&

cant to note that a major problem confronting the present

system is late reporting. In calendar year 1969, approxi-

mately 36 per cént of the reports received’ at Départment of
the Army exceeded the 45-day deadline, .7d 10 per cent of

those were received 16 to 45 days ldte. During November
21

1969, the wotse month, 48 per/ cent were received late.
These figures are a sign of poor administrative discipline
and they suggest that the overall enviromment in which -the
OER (officer efficiency report) operates fosters something

less than conscientious reporting.

200fF1cer Efficiency Réport Systems (OERS) Study é

Group [hereinafter referréd to as OERS Study Group], "The A
Officer Efficiency Reporting System, OERS" (Washington:

Department of the Army, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Personnel, ClaSSLflcatlon and Standards Division, 1969), g
p. 1+13. ]

21Department of the Ammy, "Efficiency Reports Must ﬁ
Bé Submitted Promptly," Newsletter (1 March 1970), P. 2 e

. Arecarey e wom

T I R T R S I L L L A o]




44

Movement Toward a New' System

Several prablems have developed with the present
OER. VIirst, it has poor discrimination characteristics,
that is, the inflation problem. Sggondly, it lacks a scor-
ing system. No action is presently being taken to develop

trend statistics; each OER stands by itself. This poses a

problem in securing operating statistics for users., Further,
the present OER is considered to be. overweighted in that it
is- used for too many purposes, such as assignments, school-

ing, and promotions. There is a long term move afoot to

fragment the OER, specific fofmats being used for specific
purposes. In the case of promotion consideration, an IBM
.card might be completed by the rating official at 6-month

intervals.22

A new officer efficiency ‘reporting system is sched-
uled for introduction 1atér‘this year.. A -comprehensive.
study was concluded in June 1969 (OERS Study Group) which
provided a synopsis of all available data on the subject.of

efficiency reports, including a limited review of four foxr-

eign systems--those of Canada, France, Great Britain, and

22LTC Francis W. Craig, Chief, Cfficexr Branch, Clas=

sification and Standards Divisicn, 0ff1ce>of the Deputy

Chief of Staff for Personnel; Departmént of the A¥my, telée-
phone intexrviews, 30 December 1970, 9 February 19715 and .
19 April 1971.
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West Germany. By coincidence, the $ame foreign systems were
singled out for primary treatment in :ithis research report.
A civilian expert in indusérial,qusonnetlapp;aisgl systems
voluntarily participated in the 1969 study.23

Information prepared in late 1970 by the Office of
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Department of the:
Army; outlines the principal changes to be incorporated in
the re‘vise&sys.tem.24 The indorser will be removed from the
report form and optional indorsing roles will be assumed by
the reviewer. This change resulted from the fact'that
recent studies indicate the indorser adds little or nothing
to ‘thé system except processing time. The sister services
already use this techniqué and, as shown in Chapter IV of
this thesis, the general trend 6f foreign OERS in regard to
the indorser is the same.

The new form will reduce the number of rating scales
to simplify its use by raters and users. Officers will be
provided with a copy of the report following action by the

reviewer. This will insure that the rated officer gets

23Associatiqn of the United States Army, "U.S. Army
Officer Efficiency Reporting System' (Washington, 12 October
1970).

24‘Deng.rt:ment: of the Army, '"Revision.:of Officer Effi-
ciency Reporting System,! Fact Sheet (Deputy Chief of Staff
for Persomnel, 12 November 1970).
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Teadback and @ yardstick against which he can measure his
caveer possibilicices:  Automation will play an fnercased
role in the processing of reports and, reportedly, its usc
will also serve to provide feedback data for the ‘defeat or
minimization of inflation. The forced ranking aspect of the
report will be dropped entirely.

One of the more striking features of the new report
will be the return to a scoring system and .an OEL type
.annual index. There are two other important changes under
considgra&ion. First is the establishment of one central
agency to handle all matters: related to officer évaluation.
At. present the effort is compartmented and lacks central
direction and control. This particular change could prcve
of singular i jortarce. The second change under considera-
tion i% a revision of pfficér‘evaluation instruction at

service schools., TLittle has been done in this area before.

Contemporary Thought

No review of the present U.S. Army OERS. would be
complete without consideration of contemporary thought on
.the subject, including the views: of various members of the
officer corps. A brief survey here, while not necessarily

representative of the rultifarious views on the subject--

everyone seems to have his own patent remedy for inflation--

o~
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should serve to highlight the environment in which the OER
is. presently operating.

The OERS has been subject to much introspection in
recent years by both the officer corps and .army plénhers,

Based on a survey of recent literature, there is considera=

‘ble dissatisfaction with the system and mdny novel solutions

to the inflationary problem 'have been offered. One officer
flatly suggested that the systém be discoﬂtinued.zﬁ A
recommendation has also. been made that a copy of each OER an
officer renders be placed in his own official military per-
sonnél file so that, selection boards can evaluate the way he
rates Subordinates.26 This suggestion, while rather 'intri-
guing; probably is not feasible from 4n administrative
standpoint.

The major study concluded by the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Persomnel in 1969, previously mentioned, presents
some interesting views concerning the current OERS. It
determined, among other things, that lack of confidence ii
the system can be traced to two factors: @assumed inflaticn

and the mystique regarding scoring and seléction board

2S.John R. Kenyon, LTC, UsS. Ariy (Ret.), "OER As

Farce," Army Times, 29 April 1970, p. 25.

26HarryrR, Boring, LTC, U.S. Amiy, '"Good Guys ox
Leaders," Ammy Times, 5 March 1969, p. 2Z.
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broggd@geéw ‘Several factors were isdlated irn studying pds-
sible .cduses of inflation. One was the best qualified puo-
motion policy; which leads rating bfficials to pad the
iéﬁbﬁfrto safeguard the future of 2 subordinate: A second
factor was a general lack of undéfstagaiqg of ‘the -system and g
the impact of?&:siﬁglg report 6m an individual's careef,
with an inflated report being a hedge. against. the 'system. A
third factor considered was ‘the possibility that inflation
may be due in part to improvement of théfofficer»cdrps.27
One highly significant yet basic finding of this study was
that the system is based on integrity and sincerity of e
officer corps and is strengthened through confidence -and
acceptability.

In 1968 the Franklin Institute Research Laboratory
(FIRL) intérviewed more than 200 junior officers on the
subject of efficiency reports and promotion policies. The
interviews were quite detailed and ‘were designed to probe
the innermost feelings of each respondent. Both officer
efficiency reports .and promotion policies were the target ax
sharp attack by'thecjunior<officers contacted. Under close
‘questioning it hgqame\evidentuthat'thgy~wére.iéngeiy*igno~

rant of :tiow the OERS operates. Respondents labeléd the

270@R§:S;udy<Group, pp. 1-4 & 2-2,
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system,"illrconceived afid ill=executed," waintaining hat
OERS are meaningléss because: ratings are infland; Some of

the officers expressed: thé ‘fear that one ‘had report can ruin

a career. The junior officers questioned stronyly favored

key problem but did not focus the blame on the:system itself.

tightened procedures to weed out incompetents; and they felt
that inflation ha&s robbed the OER of its value.28
‘C6lonel Bergen B. Hovell commented on the repetitive

failure oi successive OERS: He pinpointed inflation .as the

He coritended that correction .of inherent -deficiencies
depends not upon the :system but -upon the way officials apply
it, the main cause or difficulties being lack of moral cour-
age. He. wrote:
‘One common ‘cause of our troubles is an inverted
sensé of values. As raters, ‘weé appear less. anxious to
.do justice than to 'keep our ‘subordinates happy. This is

.evidenced by ouir tenmdency to- award tBsm high ratings.
which frequently theéy don't desetve.

Another significant dbservation in this article is Colonel

Hovell's suggestioh: that the administrative machinery for

politing implementation at lower leveis is inadequate.

Specifically, commanders above the reviewing officer have no

B

28”Career Motivation of Army Junior Officers,' FIRL-
Tech Report 1- 212 ([Phlladelphia ] Franklin Institute:
Researc¢h Laboratoty, 29 October 1968), pp. 10-11.

49iTC Berger B. Hovell; "Efficiency:Reporfingz The

Practice -and the Prose;' Axmy, June 1962, p. 26..
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opportunity to detect inadequate reports. This particular
point can be deﬁated. To. funnel reports through the command
network caused some delays. On the other hand, it places
commandars in~§ position to be responsible for insuring that
the systém operates. .effectively.

An article by Colonel Samuel H, Hays presents sev-
eral meaningful thoughts. He expressed the view that the
OER .as presently constituted providés a weak foundation for
selection, inflation .again being singled out as the basic
problem. He also indicated that:ratings"arb difficult when
outstadding officers are grouped in-staffs,‘as they often
arz. Colonel Hays wou@dfghange\thefsysfém in several ways.
fAboye.arl,,he would take: the pressure off the efficiency
report by reduging its' importanceé as a basis for selection,
using instead peer ratings and teets at ‘different stages in
an.officer’'s career. He also suggested that the orientation
of the OER be modified, with emphasis on measuring perform-
ance against a specific job rathér than on subjective com-
parison with' other officers. Colonel Hays raised an issue
that is. Being commented on with iincreasing frequency when he
suggested ;that the OERS. may be causing individualists and
innovators to be forced out or nonselected for promotion.

He said, "Selection based on subjective efficiency reports.

tends to exalt conformity, pleasing persondlity, and the




skills ol .wommunication and interpersonal manipulation.”Bo
A r#cent article by Lieutenant Colonel Thomas G.
Forst pinpoints some ways of upgrading the effectiveness of
an -OER. 'Thi: author espoused the view that '"the most vexing
problem with today's efficiency report is inflation.'" He
recommended what might be considered an '"end run'" approach

to overcoming. infiation. He would allow inflation to. per-

“3ist, defeating it by "adjusting any single numerical raw -

“ore upward or downward based upon the rating officer's

ra ing history or rater's index." As mentioned earlier,

'this method was a provision that neéever went beyond the plan-

ning stage under the present system. Colonel Horst also
proposed that two reports be used instead of one: a per-
formance rating .and a personal evaluation. The performance
rating would fieasure the officer's overall value to the
sarvice and would be available to Department of the Army
selection boards and»assigpmentnpﬁfﬁgers. The personal
evaluation, on the other hand, would cover personality trait
evaluation and‘narrative description and would not be made

available to Department of the Army Selection..boar‘ds.31

30Samuel H. Hays, COL, U.S. Army, ''Judge Not Lest Ye

Be Judged,'" Military Review, February 1969, p. 8.

31Thomés G. Hovst, LTC, U.S. ~rmy, "The OER: A New
Form or 'a New Look?," Military Review, January 1971,
pp. 11-22. ' '
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While this particular technique might elicit a more cébjec-

tdve appradsal in the personal evaluation sector, and there-
Lore cduld be considered a means of easing inflatlon, Lts

. degree of effectiveness is open to question. Also, it would
withhold from a promotion selection board information of

. considerable value in its deliberations.

A firm cdlled Special Studies, Incorporated, -submit-

PR ‘E,l:‘

ted to Déﬁartment of the Army in 1966 a draft proposal which

offered to design a better efficiency report system for the

s A

Army. This proposal containeéd the following incisive sug-

gestion: on: how the system might be improved:

ERSe b el

g One important facet in the appllcatlon of any
appraisal system is the climate in which it is conducted.
This depends on command support and not on lip service

, The rater must take the system seriously and foliow the
; rules for administratlon of the system. There should be
! no individual interpretations and adjustments to the
system. We feel that by holding the rater responsible
for ‘his ratings, many problems such as inflation of
ratings will be avoided. If :a rater gives a high rating
to an officer who later proves to be poot, then the
zater's own score on ability to judge would be agfected.
This would also tend to eliminate hasty ratings.

A good deal of contemporary thought has been devoted
; to the subject of feedback. One recommendation is that each
rating official be provided with feedback showing how his

; scores are digtributed in the total distribiution of rater's

3%Wiley M, Mangum, Jr., "A [Draft] Proposal for

% Research in Improved Techniques of Officer Appraisal'
: ‘(Brooklyn: Special Studies, Inc., October 1966), p. 3.
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scbres.3§t This technique is similar to that being used at
certain universities to as?ﬁst individual professors in.
keeping their grading habits in 1ine with .othur grading,
officials. Suc¢h a system has obvious valiie, but it would
tend to exert minimum influénce in controlling inflation
unle$s inflation were already under reasonable control when
ithe system was placed in effect.

. Ancther area receiving increasing attention is
indtruction of the -officer corps in rating responsibilities.
Recommendations have been made that army schools include
courses in the OERS, the schools to include the Command and

General Staff College. ™

This $chool of thought orients on
the philosophy that the key to. elimination of present prob-
lem areas is thorough grounding of the officer corps in all

facets of officer evaluation.

The testing #f officers has frequently been dis-

; cussed as one means of distributing the evaluative load,

- thus removing some weight from the performance apﬁraisal.'

This idéa has been generally cast aside as too administra-

tively cumbersome to consider. The téndency to discount the

: 3-31;‘1'0 A. U, Arnold, Jr., "Feedback for the Rater,"
Army, July 1964, p. 56.

é 34C1&uﬂe H. Doughtie, LIC, U.S. Army, "The Myths
That Beset Those All-Important GERS," Army, July 1969, p. 46.
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feasibility -of such a system can be legitimately questicned.
First of all, officer tésts would seem to représent no
greatér administrative burden than that already being
devoted to the erilisted MOS (military occupational specialty)
evaluation program. Secondly, the armed forces. 0f the
United Kingdom, Augtralia, and Canada ‘(until recently) have
traditidnally used written tests to evaluate officers.>>
This aspect is covered more completely in Chapter IV, when
foreign GERS .are discussed.

Applicatior of 4 degreeé of difficulty factor to

officer positions is held by some to ‘be worthy of considera-

 tion. The traw numerical score yiélded by the OER would be

multiplied by a degree of difficulty factor, e.g., 4.0 for a
colonel serving on the Army General Sta;ff.36 Such a system
‘would obviously serve 'to increase the spread between offi-
cers on the distribution scale although it would not neces-
sarily reduce the tendency for the curve to skew upward. A

‘more important aspect of such a system would be the ‘question

of equity:. These fortunate enough to draw an officer billet

35E§ward J. Laurancé;:MAJ, U.S. Army, '"The Officer

Evaluation Examination,' Military Review, January 1970,
np L ] 54 L] -

36Ma‘jor Powers, ''The Missing Factor in Officer Eval-
uation,” pp. 2 & 6. (A proposed article for publication,
Jénmary 1969.) ‘
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carrying a high point value would have an iriherent advantage
over officers of equal capability not fortunate enough to be
available for the position when it came vacant.

Such a
procedure would also relegate t0 a Second-class status a
numbexr of pcsitions of continuing importance to thé Army,
e.g., service school instructor. 'The resuiting situation
would only prove disadvantageous to the Army.

One fear that Seems to perméaté the entire OERS is
that one oOr two bad &fficiency reports will remove an offi-
cer's chances for career success. While various Depart@ent
of the Army pronouncemeiits have set out to disprove this
philgsophy, it persists. The philoscphy persists, and
understandingly :so, because officérs realize how inflated

thé system is. No amount of cajolery is going to convince

them that one or two bad reports will help them to hold
their own with contemporaries: when: it comes time fotr promo-
tion consideration. As one infantry colonel put it when
discussing this aspect of the 'system, "The frightening thing
about the whole mess is that .all of the officers that I know

don't trust the presenﬁesystem,"37

Major Peter M. Dawkins expressed the same ¢oncern in

this way:

3TM0ERS. Are Useless,” Army Times, 25 March 1970,
o 12, ny Times
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tn the Army with our rigidly stratified rank and
“"Lord Fauntleroy' outlook on efficiency reports, the
punlashment For Lallure is convenlent to invoke and read-
ily applicable to all. . . . It would appear important,
indeed vital, that a greater value be placed upon imagi-
native and resourceful effort, along with a diminished
concern foi: dossiers of spotless 'report cards." Only
in this way can we expect men of initiative and vision
to emerge in positions of responsibility and trust
throughout the Army. Why? Simply because no man, no
matter how talented or inspired, is perfect. 1If he is
to pursue: a bold and: vigorous path rather than one of
conformity and acquiescence, he will sometimes. err.
Greatness can ultimatgly,sucgged only if such men are
sgranted the freedom to fail.

Survey Of USACGSC Students

A questionnaire survey was administered dﬁring
February 1971 to students at the U.S. Army Command and Gen-
eril Staff College {USACGSC). For all practical purposes it
was a "confidence' survey designed to add depth to the study
of contemporary thought while providing an index of officer
:satisfaction with the present OERS. Some of the .questions
were framed to assess the acceptability of wvarious tech-
niques that might be uséd to modify the system. Students

were encouraged to express their feelings on the subject of

officer -evaluation, 4nd more than one-fourth of those

responding availed themselves of this opportunity. This

level of respbﬁse;gaﬁ be reasonably interpreted as a

38Peter—M. Dawkins, 'Freedom To Fail," Infantry

Magazine, September 1965, p. 9.
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reflection of officer interest in the subject area. A copy
of the questionnaire, a detailed summary of results, and a
compendium of student comments are presented in Appendixes I,
J, and. K, respectiively.

To insure a representative sampling, a questionnaire
was sent to every fifth U.S. Army officer of the 1,224 in
the Class of 1971, USACGSC. Names wexe selected from the
official class roster. Since some officer branches had only
one or two in attendance, additions were made to insuré that

members of all branches were given the opportunity to

respond. While the design of the sample group could have
provided for a weighted balance betwi}h branches, this was
not considered necessary in that the overall group could be
considered largely homogeneous in educational background,.
military schooling, and career experience. The sampling
consisted of 247 officer students, and 208 (84 per cent)
responded. All branches were covered by the response except
the Chaplains Corps, the Judge Advocate General®s Corps, the
Veterinary Corps,'and the Civil Affairs Branch (curreantly
found only in the reserves), each having less than three
officers in the class. More than one-half of the rxespon-
dents had completed in excess of 20 efficiency reports -dut-
ing the past 10 years. The more significant results of the

survey were:
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1. Two~thirds felt the present OERS is effective in
identifying officers of little potential value to the
service.

2, ESixty;twc per cent felt the present gystem is
ineffective in ‘identifying officers who have the greatest
future potential.

3. Seventy-nine per cent considered inflation to be
either a significant problem or the single most important

problem, 34_pér cent placing it in the latter category.
| Only 16 per cent considered it a minor problem, and a minus-
cule 4 per cent labeled' it no problem at all.

4. 7Leéss than 50 per cent considered themselves to
have been overrated, an interesting statistic when compared
with the overwhelming percentage which considered inflation
to be something more than a minor problem.

The secorid major srea. covered by :the questionnaire
dealt with rating techniques and broad policies. Responses
indicated some rather ¢ecided "likes' and "dislikes." Peer

ratings received a ‘strong negative response, more than

60 per cent indicating unwillingness ‘to accept such a systew.

‘Compardatively few favored the forced choice technique, but a
majority would be willing to accept it.. The use of ;periodic
written examinations as one means of determining branch

qualification received a similar response. More than 70 per

W e ¢t a ca S yn
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cent were opposed £~ *he use of a forced. ranking éystcm.
This Qtrong negative response may reflect backlash from the,
recent experience with forced ranking as part of the OER.

The strongest response was in the .area of counseling
and whether or not to show an officer his report. Moxe than
85 per cent wanted the counseling requirement upgraded, and
almost 90 per cent felt the efficiency report should always
be shown. Only two offi¢ers favored a no-show policy. A
majority favored use of a rate the rater technique with the
OER. Well over 50 per cent felt the officer corps is not
receiving 'sufficient instruction in the purpose and use: of
efficiency reports.

1f any overall conclusions can be drawn from the
questionnaire résults, they would be:

1. Officers do not trust the system, partially as.a
result of the inflation problem.

2. There is no real propensity for change. Unfa-
miliar techniques and those that draw a hard line between
people, e.g., forced ranking, do not have popular support..

There may be a lesson in these findings from the
standpoint of fielding new systems. Officer education and
publicity will need to be used to condition the Level of
acceptability before moving to a system that breaks sharply

from paSt*methqdology.
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Overall Analysis

The pﬁincipal objective of this .chapter was a chron-

.ological in-depth éurvey of the efficiency reporting system

in the U.S. Army. The survey has been broad in scope

because neither the inflation phenomenon nor possible solu-

tions can be viewed in narrow perspective. All facets of
the system tend :to be intérloéking"

Several things stand out in relief when the history
of the system is perceived as a collective unit. There has
beén a tendency to become ensconced in methodology and sta-
tistical play at the .expense of basic issues. One issue
would be administrative discipline -to insure that all

requirements associated with the syétem are honored (e:g.,

prompt submission -of the OER).

Another basic issue is education -of ithe officer
corps in the purposes and responsibilities of efficiency
reporting. Almost nothing has been done in this area. In
fact, there éeeﬁs»to have been at least an occasional fear
of getting heavily engdged in a sensitive issue by "stirring
the pot." This: is. unfortunate, especialiy in a system where
young .and ingx?érience& officers: are techaically eligible to
rate their féllow officers almost from thée day they enter on
active du;y. ‘Education of the officer corps has another

important ;side to it, already touched upon. While the Army

ALNE L
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has placed high value on the mattir of acceptability, there
seems. to have been no extensive eﬁfort "gbﬁéeriwwtﬂé;offic;n
corps in advance ih order to build acceptance of a new OER
concept.

Fistorically, the OER opération has been of a closed
type, its inner workings and scoring tables hidden from the
officer corps at large. A lack of feedback has fostered
rumors, miSunderstandings, and the tendency o inflate
reports. Many devices ‘havé been tried to control inflation,
Most have failed to make any meaningful inroads.. In/view of
a general failure to come to-.grips with the problem; greater
'stress needs to be placed on methods that will ease the
inflation problem: itself rather than merely attack its

periphery and leave the trunk and root system unscathed.




CHAPTER 1V
SURVEY OF SELEGCTED- FOREIGN OERS

. Research: Past and Present
Review of available reference material indicated

that there Has been only limited research in the field of

foreign efficiency reporting systems. The first recorded
research in this area was undertaken in 1913 at the direc-
tion of the Army Chief of Staff (Major General Leonard Wood),
with: the Army War Collége asked to pérform thé study. That
study also revigwed;the systems in use by‘ﬁhe~U.S. Navy and
the U.S. Marine Cor.jps.1 During developmental work on

§ DA Form 67-5 in 1958, the officer efficien@y’xeport systems
(OERS) used by fhe—armies of Canada, Great Britain, and West
Germany were reviewed as part of an extensive study effort/2

: In 1969 the Officé of the Deputy Chief of Staff for

SN L. A

Personnel, Department of the Army, performed a comprehensive

%Malin Craig, Jr., COL, U.S. Axmy, [Draft:] History
of thée Officer Efficiency Report System, United States Army,
. 1775-1917 (Washington: Office of the Chief of Military
‘ History, 1953), p. III-31,

ZMAJ Laures B. Rajski, "Officer Efficiency Repérts--
Past, PreSent, and Future,' Army Information Digest, August
1964, p. 26. R
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B officer etficiency report. (OER) study, As previously indi-
cated, it included: an evaluation of the same¢ primary foreign

DERS to be evaluated in this chapter, but in much iess

. detail. It also included a review of the South Korean sys-
tem; however, no specific information concerniﬁé that coun-

. try is ﬁroVided.3 Since thc:OERS study was concluded, two
of the primary foreign systems have been modified. The
Canadian system has undergone minor modification, while the
West German system Lids been completely changed:

Administrative procedures and performance appraisal

methodology provide only a partial index to an OER system.
No military system, adninistrative. or otherwisé, can be
properly viewed in isolation. Many factors tend to be
interdependent. As an example, if an'OERS has ouly a lim-
ited impact on promotion and assignment policies, itjmust be
viewed differently than a systém that directly influences
such. policies. Some of the more significant aspects iof eaéh
foreign military establishmerit :are discussed in this chapter
to ‘provide a broader understanding of each OERS.

Much of the information in this chapter was -obtained

3Officer Efficiency Report Systems (OERS) Study
Group [hereinafter referred to ‘as OEKS Study Group], "The
Officer Efficiency Reporting System, OERS" (Washington:
Department of the Army, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Personnel, Classification and Standards Division, 1969),
p. 1-2..
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through interview of foreign officers. To insure coverage
of certain basic ﬁoints, a standard interview outline was
employed (see Appendix L). During the course of the
research, multiple interviews were conducted with many of
the foreign officers to provide for more comprehensive cov-
erage than would have been possible in a singie interview:
and to validate information. Those serving as liaison offi-
cefs at the U.S. Army Command and -General Staff College
(USACGSC) were accorded the couitesy of reviewing draft
versions of parts of.this research report that concerned
their respective country. Secondarily, that procedure was

an excellent means of insuring accurate reporting.

Canada

Canada has just undergone .a unification of its armed
forces. Unification, ordéred July 1964 and now latgely
concluded, evoked many changes in the Canadian defense
establishment. Among the major changes was the consolida-
tion of service academies into one educational system: All
services now wear a common uniform and are subject to the
same basic policges» The changes were not made without
considerable opposition. The ‘question of tradition versus
unification still looms, and military personnel have not yet

achieved as great a feeling of identification as was true
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under the old system.4

Unification necessitated a major retailoring of
administrative policies, which, of course, iancluded modifi-
cation of OER procedures. Until 1966, promotion policies
and final selection methods for the advancement cf officers
were carried out based on .individual service requirements.
As the date of transition -approached, it became apparent
that an integrated promotion system needed to be introduced
f«r without delay. During the fall of 1966, although single
service boards continued to be used, an observer from each
of the other services was asked to sit in on the promotion
board proceedings. The next step (1967) was partial inte-
gration of the promotion boards. To insure that officers
would retain confidence in the system, boards continued to
be weighted toward the service of the particular officers
being considered for promotion, with the other services
being given lesser representation.5

A new performance evaluation repcrt (PER) developed

as part of the unification plan was introduced in 1968:. A

PR TS B e g

« 4Gegrge G. Bell, BG [Director General of Plans],
[ Canadian Forces, ''Canadiam Military System,'" Address before
: . USACGSC, 22 April 1971.
; 5Canada, Defense Personnel Instructions (DPI)

P5640-2, TD 7249: Officer Promotion Procedures--1967, Gen-
eral Service Officers (Canadian Forces, 6 September 1967),
pp. 1-2. ‘
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standard policy for career management was also adopted.
From the outset a central monitoring procedure was used by
Canadian Forces headquarters. AlL reports were referred to
the monitoring office before being proéesséd by career .man-.
agers. The monitors insure that reports are properly com-
pleted and that any extreme scores afe fully substantiated.
Ancther importgnt'ﬁunétion3 this one in the area of infla-
tion control, relates to the range of scores received. The
monitors insure ''that a common standard of reporting is
maintaineéd. In other words a unit's xange of scores must
not normally be too high or too low in relation to other
units."6 The form monitors use is shown at Appendix N.

Various assessment systems were reviewed in design-
ing a new officer appraisal system. It was determined that
thewcriticalrperformaﬁcg requirements approach ‘was the ore
best suited £§ éﬁ;'situation of the Canadian Forces. The
OER in use by the Royal Canadian‘Navy‘waS'selected as the
nucleus of the new system. The experience of the U.S. Air
Force with the critical incident technique (1948) was one
reference point used in development of the new system. Due

to the press of time, however; it was not possible to

6Canada,, "Performance Evaluation Report,' Newsletter
(Canadian Forces, Office of the ‘Chief of Personnel, March
1970), p. 3.
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conduct. research using thé critical incident technique to
determine critical performance requirements. ’Therefo¥e5 the
pexfoxmancé reguirements ito be listed in the report were
extracted from a comprehensive revilew of technical litera-
ture and were selected on a judgmental basis. Research has
been undertiaken to correct this deficiency.7

Whereas the OER of the Royal Canadian Navy had a
13-level scale, the new form ghox<:red the scale to 10 itéms
(ihter to 6). Because the.d@?élopefs~couid not determine
how various parts of the integrated services would use the
rating scale, elaborative guidance was not passed to the
field. The same basic philosophy was applied to the per-
formance raquirements cited. in the report since the require-
ments Were seen as needing interpretation consistent with
the local situation. A copy of the current PER‘is shown at.
Appendix M, and some of its broader administrative aspects
are discussed in the remainder of this section.

The rating official must be one grade higher than

the officer being evaluated unless the circumstances are

exceptional. There is no indorsing officer to the report,

’p. ¥. B. Grieve, COL [Director of Postings and
Careers--(fficers], Canadian Forces, 'Extracts from a Study

-of the 1968 Canadian Forces Performance Evaluation Report--
Officers,' Attachment D to letter (1971) to LTC J. A. Cowan,

Canadian Forces Liaison Officer, USACGSC, p. 3.
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but at least one supérior officer must review it. If he
disagrees with any of the ratings given, he can indicaré his
own évaluation by making an entry in red ink. Annual rat-
ings are given at times specified by Canadian Forxces Head-
quarters. A PER is also completed upon departure of either
the rated officer or his superior.

The rated officer completes the first 14 items of
the report himself before it is referred to the rating offi-
cer. Although at present -an officer is not shown his rating
unless it is adverse in nature, that policy may be changed
in the near future. When an OER is adverse, the officer
must be given anh opportunity to see the'fepora and he signs
thé. back page of‘thé form to show that he has reviewed it,
While a no-show policy is in effect, :superiors are required
to discuss in detail any correctable faults reflected in
Section 16 (Specific Aspects. of Performance) and Section 17
(Narrative Comments$).

The administrative order outlining responsibilities
of rating offici';s is quite explicit in demanding high
standards. It reads:

It should be salutary to note that not only is the
subject officer being judged,. but thie PERs prepared by
an officer directly reflect his intérest in and knowl-
edge of his officers and the needs of the Canadian
Forces. The indifferent assessor stands out vividly, as
does the consistently high rater .or the one who always
rates on the low .side of the .scalé: The xeporting
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officer who voices the same high praise, uses the same
stereotyped adjectives, or makes- little effort to dis-
tinguish between his officers, denigrates the entire
system. . . . A monitoring -orgdnization at CFHQ [Cana-
dian Forces Headquarters] will insure that PERs are
completed in accordance with this order, -and_will return
those which fail to meet these fequi‘rements.8
Rating trends are carefully watched on the premise
that it is as important to keep tabs on the raters as it is
to evaluate the rated officers. An 6fficer who habitually

overrates -or underrates subordinates can adversely affect

his own caregr.9

The entire texture of the evéluative process is
designed to educateé: the officer corps in the importance of
objective evaluation of subordinates. The system leaves
little doubt in any officer's mind that the w;y he rates
subordinates is subject to close scrutiny, thereby providing
a measure of his own qualities as an officer. 1In giving
specific instructions to rating officials in use of the
rating scale for performance requireméﬁts (Section 16), the
administrative order states:

It must be borne in mind that:

SCanada,’Performance Evaluation Reports--Officers-~
Regular Force, Admin O 26-6 (Canadian Forces, March 1971),
p. 1.

9LTC J. A. Cowan, Canadian Forces Liaison Officer to

USACGSC,,- personal interviews, 1-October 1970, 11 February
1971, and 1 April 1971,
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(1) over-rating of the performance of a compctent
officer leaves no scope for the rvating of the
\oqtstanding officer's performance, and
(2) over-rating casts doubt on the whole PER, and
consistent over-rating casts doubt 8n all PERs
prepared by the reporting officer.t
The Canadian Forces PER ‘can bé broken down into four
primary assessment areas. The first, the heart of the
report, is Section 16, which is :structured on the basis of
the critical incident techniqué of performance appraisal.
The rater chooses from 10 pdssible levels on the rating
scale in evaluating each of 17 requirements. While the;e
are 10 levels on the rating scale, somé are grouped, for
example, "1" and "2" at the low end of the scale. As a
result; there are in reality only six levels on the scale.
The second primary assessment area is the narrative
portion of the report (Section 17), which is used in part to
substantiate ratings given in Item 16. Administrative
instructions require that certain information be covered in
the narrative remarks. Low or outstdnding ratings must be
justified. When a '"3~4" ratirg (low side of the "nmormal
rangg) 1s given, corréctable minor failings and other short-
comings must be specified in order to isolate those factors

which prevented achievement of a higher irating. Appendix O,

10Canada, "Detailed Instructions for thée Completion

of Form CF 255," in Admin 0 26-6, Pt. II, p. 2.
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an extract from Administrative Order 26-6, describes the
various rating levels.

The -third major area covered by the form provides
for a comparative assessment of the rated .officer -with other
officers of the same grade whom the rater has 'known over the
years (Section 19). The rating official can choose from 5
three ‘basic categories, each of which provides additional
sub-alternatives. These categories equate roughly to balow

average, satisfactory,'andwabbvg average, Administrative

: instructions advise the rating official that the satisfac-
& ‘ tory area (midpoint) is to be the rating commonly assigned.

3 While Item 19 does not directly relate to other rating areas,

the rating is expected’ to be in consonance with other rat-
ings given.

The last. major assessment area is that pf promotion..
‘Until recently the rating official had three choices: yes),

no, or not yet. The "not yet" category has now been deleted.

- If the rating official rules that the rated officer is ready
;- for promotion, other entries are made regarding speed of the
5 promotion and further advancement:

3 How successful has the Canadian system been in con-
% trolling inflation? In 1968 statistics were compiled on
5,777 PERs for officers in the grade of captdin. The

results of that study, the most recent to be conducted, are
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presented in Table 3. It can be seen that most of the rat-
ings clu$ter in the "3" and "4" levels of the 6-level scale.
While the Canadian Forces. do not apply the Bell curve, the
range shown in each case, if diagrammed, would tend to pro-
ject a relatively normal type curve. Overall, Table 3
reflects a range of ratings that can be classed as basically
uninflated.

Statistics, of course, must be viewedAwith some
caution. The statistics coricerned in this .case do not
extend beyond the grade cf captain. If a more complete
picture were available, it would be possible to evaluate the
presence -0f grade bias and other factors reiated to infla-
tion at all grade levels. Another factor which must be
considered as well is that the statistics were compiled.
shortly after the system was introduced. A performance
appraisal system is most effective in controlling inflation
immediately after its introduction, with a decline in effec-
tiveriess normally evidenced over pimézll

The statistics from the 1968 study are significant
because of the size of the :sample and what appears to be a
rather rigid adherence to high standards. Based on consul-

tation with three Canadian officers at USACGSC, two of them

115ERS Study Group, p. 2-5.
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TABLE 3; whigh appears on page 74, was prepared from
statistical data provided by COL P. V. B. Grieve, Director
of Postings and Careers--Officers, Canadian Forces, in
Attachment A to "Extracts from a Study of the 1968 Canadian
Forces Performance Evaluatiorn Report--Officers," letter
(1971) to LTC J. A. Cowan, Canadian Forces Liaison Officer,

USACGSC.
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CANADIAN ARMED FORCES:

Statistical Anglysis of 5,777 Parformance
Evaluation Reports Processed in 1968 for
Officers in Grade of Captain—Keyed to PER

Section 16—Officer Performance Requirements

) R, PR g e G e T T e

n( l ' bitement Not | Low~—— Six Lavel Scale —» High
tem . ‘ atemen Observed | 1 T 2T 3 y 5 ¥
A. | Displayed Knowledge of assigned job in ‘ 10 | 6 ]169]1815]1783|1537 | 457
keeping with training experience .
B. | Organized and dirécted work of subordi- 956 8 |274(2111|1507| 759 | 162
nates effectively .
C. | Did own work promptly and well ’ 3 | 17 | 283|1815( 20301356 | 273
D. | Analyzed problems-and situations compe- 28 8 |.365]2398|1904( 904 | 170
| tently and with dispatch- . ,
E. |'Showed consideration for the well-being 967 1]143|2333(1493| 732|108
.. I and development of subordinates . < I P
F. -| Gave consistent siipport to superiors 17 7 1'222{1830] 2053 | 1456 | 192
G. | Showzd a personal example of attention T 26 [ 15 |2911215111860(1136 | 298
. . .fcoduty . N .
_Fi [ Performed effectively under stress . 493 | 11 | 246{2497]|1620| 775:| 135
i. | Presented ideas clearly and concisely in ) 27 7 | 313]2695}1799| 838 | 98
. verbal discussions and meetings
J. Prepared written work which was literate,. 199 16 |:402]2652]1613|: 749 | 146
, clear and concise ) .
K.. | Pursued self-improvement with: effect . 126 8 | 265}2899]1570| 706 | 203
L { Adapted to changej without loss of S 130 3 |.251(2608(1864| 790 | 131
¢ efficiency . . .
M. |'Made sound decisions w;thout delay °l 40 8 1/328(2522]1943| 851" 85
N. *| Accepted fuli responabxhty for.own 24 2] 1042138} 2107 | 1306°] 96
.| decisions and‘acts . . F
0. 'I‘?lok necesary,and ‘appropriate action on 25- 7 299 12071 [2027 | 1125 | 223
is own L. ) . . el e | ;
P. | Worked successfully with others . 9 8 °277 1198411945 | 1332 |.220
Q. ‘| Isa credit to the service - 71 5| 7[141]1897 19841521 | 226
Section.19—-Comparative'Assessmént,
In the Large Group of
Satisfactory Officers
. = : . Botter )
Urlsansfactory E Top Half . Than Most 12418
Raceyatie " Bottom Half Outstanding [ 181]
Section 204fr§motion
B * ‘Yes
No [624 NotYet*  [1228 (when qulified)

Section 21-Indicate how Rapidly this Cfficer Should be Promoted in Relahon to His Con-
temporaries

Less : . ‘A M - .
Rapidly Rapidly R:;i’qx! « 2{;‘;&’,’,‘“‘

“¥No Tonger a part of report
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students, the PER has been able to maintain.a comparable
level of e¢ffectiveness since the 1968 study was made
although there has been some -evidénce of inflation,

One problem that :¢ame to the forefront at the time
of unification was the difference in rating patterns among
the services. Army tended to rate the lowest, Air Force the
‘highest, and Navy in the middle.12 This seems to have trig-
gered a counter-trend during the 1968-69 period, with the
Army beginning to up its rating pattern to compensate for
higher ratirgs given by the other services. > While the
services are officially unified, mission,o?ientation contin-
ues to maintain what amounts to service lines. Nonetheless,
Canadiarn officers interviewed; having seen many reports
retutned to- rating officials because of excessively high
scores, personally attested to the tight control exercised
by the PER monitoring .group .at Canadian Forces Headquarters.

In summary, the factors that seem to have contrib-
uted to the apparent effectivenéss of the Canadian system in

controlling inflation are:

1. Firm centralized administrative monitorship.

lerthuf L. Altwasser, MAJ [USACGSC student], Cané-
didn Forces, personal interview, 18 April 1971.

»3phillip A. Roy, MAJ [USACGSC student], Canadian

Forces:, personal interview, 18 April 1971.
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2. Knowledge by rating officials that their own
standards are being evaluated every time they render a PER.

3. Education of the officer corps in the importance

. of rendering objective evaluations.

4. The veiled threat of reprisal (careerwise)

. against those rating officials who habitually overrate
subordinates.

5. Emphasis on personal integrity throughout the
system.

It is significant that not one of the points summa-
rized felates to the appraisal form itself. If any overall
conclusion or lesson can be drawn: from this, it would be
that the manner in which a system is administered may be of

more importance .than the type of appraisal form used.

The officer corps in the French ArmyAhas undergone
many difficult periods over the past 50 years. The politi-
cal pressures from without and problems within the military

. community itself have created serious strains for the army.
The Indo-Chinese War and conflict in Algeria heightened the

g divisive pressures. The officer corps became alienated from
French society in many ways. This was due, in part; to the

fact that the average officer :spent wery Idttle ‘time in
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France. A survey of 395 officers conducted in 1959 revealed
that 72 pér cent ‘had spent less than 6 of the previous

14

13. years in France.

Adding to the army's problems in the 1950's was a
grossly insufficient pay structure for military personnel
which has since been alleviated to some extent. It could be
said in the 1960's that:

Material impoverishment was only one of many signs
of the: neglect and scorn which were . . . the officer’s
lot. ‘Uniforms: became increasingly rare in French cities,
as  most officers preferred to promenade in more respect-
able civilian attire. Even at the prestigious Ecole de
Guerre in Paris, similar to the American War College,
officers frequently changed into civilian clo*hes before

returning home at night, perhaps through a communist

working cigss district wliere a uniform might draw
comments..

A wecker institution might have buckled under the
severe ﬁiégéﬁres,,but an inner strength seems to have held
the army together and maintained it as a viable military
force. One prime source of cohesion in ‘the face of divisive
pressures was the number of Saint Cyrians (equivalent .to
West: Point graduates) in the army. While they number only
slightly more than 25 per cent of the officer corps, they

wield a much greater influence than their numbers. -suggest.

¥ John S. Ambler, The French Ammy in Politics, 1945-
1962 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1966), p. 101.

Lpmbier, p. 100.
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They have a distinet advantage over officers who gain their
commission from other sources, -excepting graduates of the
Ecole Polytechnic, another wmilitary school in France: The
. graduates of Ecole Polytechnic¢ have an even greater opportu-
nity for advancement, but few elect to maké the army a
3 ' career because of civilianejob~qfférs‘an& lack. of prestige
currently associated with the military ?;ofession;lﬁ
From :the standpoint of age, Saint Cyrians gain ear-
lier admission to the commissioned ranks and their diploma

enhances their .chances for advancement. To compete with the

Saint Cyrian requires a college diegree or the:quivaiént and
a 2= or 3-year period as an officer candidate. In addition,
on the day of their commissiqning,:Saiﬁt‘cygiané‘a:é‘grante&
an advance of one year date of rank as a reward for their
mndergraduate~studies.17 o
Singevservi¢e pay scales do mot attract rany college:

graduates, Saint Cyrians, for all practical purposes; need

compete only with. each orther. ‘The -statistical advantages of

‘being a Saint Cyrian gan:b¢=seeﬁ in.theufolibwing:

Sixteen percént of a Saint Cyr class will one :day
become ‘generals, and 42 percent will advancé to the
g:ade of colonel. Fellow officers who -are uot grdduates

o

16ch M, Maze, French Army Liaison Officef to
USACGSC,. persoral intcrviews 1&13 April 1971...

Y\age, 13 April 1971
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of Saint Cyr can anticipate that only 3 percent of their
number will ever weéar generals' insignia, and only
15- percent that of colonel,18

Therefore, the individual who is not a graduate of Saint Cyr

will find not only that his ultimate rank will be lower than

his Saint Cyr c¢c¢lleagues' but also that promotions will come

slower.

the officer corps and occupy the sSenior positions.

In effect, Saint Cyrians exércise : control over

Also of

significance is the fact that close to 50 per cent of the

Saint Cyrians come from military families. "The French

tradition of military families has continued and is

growing,

The French officer corps is stratified, with the

graduates of Saint Cyr representing a caste within the army.

Within each strata, seniority is playing 4an increasingly

larger role in the selection of officers for advancement.

This trend tends to reduce the importance of the efficiency

report as a personnel management tool.

The current OERS has been in use abdit 6 years and

the system that preceded it, in use more than 20 years, was

not much different.

Racing officers must command a regiment

(equivalent of a U.S. Army battalion, reinforced) or above.

lSQrville'Du’Meﬁardnghe Army and the Fifth Republic
University of Nebraska Press, 1967), p. 60.

(Lincoln:

19Menard, p. 63.

P

e e

et e




ERrgr R ey

80
A chief of staff i$ allowed to render ratings since he is
considered to be a ''commander of staff."20 Inmediate super-
wvisors, as appropriate, provide input to the commander upon
-which he can base an evaluation, but he may or may not use

this information. Since stress is placed on "knowing your
men,' in most cases the commander will have his own views on
the officer to be évaluated. Reports are rendered on an
annual basis or upon change of duty or rating official. The
rating is reviewed by at least two higher ranking officers,
sometimes by as many as four. The rated officer is normally
shown his report.

The efficiency report system of the French Army is
unique in that it employs both a forced ranking and a forced
distribution '‘system. Application of these devices is best
understood ‘within thié context of the OER format used (see
Appendix P). .Tﬁg 6ER can be divided into seven distinct
parts. The first part (Sectiom 7), labeled "Basic Quali-
ties,'" is probably the .most important. It covers such areas
as appearance, character, intellectual possibilities, and
behavior, with 19 Separate areas to be rated. The rater can

choose from among six possible rating levels in evaluating

each area. A brief written observation may also be entered

2OEtierine Renard, CPT [USACGSC student], French
Army, personal interviews, 1l & 14 December 1970
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opposite each area; but rating officers must conform or keep

close to the specific wording provided in administrative

instructions. The local commarider scores this section of

the report on the basis -of 'a forced distribution scale.

Each year major commanders (e.g., division command-
ers) receive fram army headquafters a letter which covers
policies and procedures relating ta'efficiency reporting, .
promotions, and other pergonnel‘maéagemént matters. The
commander is responsible for briefing his rating officers on
the contents of the letter. The letter outlines the recom- :
mended percentage of officers in the command who can be
assigned, ''on average,' to each of the four ‘top elements in
Section 7 of the report: elite, excellent, vexry good; good.
Any number can be assigned to the two low rating elements:
below average and inadequate.

The percentages vary from year to year, but the
numbexr of officers who can be given an "elite" rating in
Section 7 is normally about 5 per cent. While these. guide
figures from higher headquarters are ‘theoréetically not -com-
pulsory, they, in fact, are binding on individual commanders.
Any commander who violates the guideline can expect to be
called in and chastised. It is an unwritten rule that sub-
ordinate commanders (e.g., regiment commdnders) will always

rate below the assigned percentages so that the higher
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headquarters (e.g., division) will have the opportunity to
give a greater number of "above. average' ratings without
violating the overall command guideline.zr

Thé second major portion of the OER (Section 8)
concerns performance of duties. In Section 9, the officer's
potential is evaluated in. relatich to specific type duties,
such as unit commander. Section 10 .Covers promotion poten-
tial ‘to the next higher grade and, ranks the officer among
his branch contemporaries- in the dnit. The circle device in
Section 10 is used to indicate the. forced ranking. If the
officer is ranked best of 15 officers, the rating would
appear as f% . Section 11, added to the report about
four years ago, reflects the highest rank an officer can be
expected to achieve. This portion of the report is not

completed on junior officers since it is considered too

.eariy in their career to record a judgment on final advance-

ment potential. Section 12 allows for general narrative
remarks within set guidelines. The last portion of the
report completed’ by the rater is Section 13, and it.prpvides
for an overall assessment of the officer which must be
consistent with the ratings given in Section 7.

Each reviewing official evaluates the rating given

21Maie.
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and categorizes it (e.g., too hard):. He then applies his
own forced ranking standard, comparing the officer with all
officers of the samé grade and branch at his level of com-
mand, The officér is ranked with his branch contemporaries
at each echelon of command, including army headquarters.

Officers know how well they are doing in relation to
their branch contemporaries. Each year an officer roster

similar to the U.S. Army Register is published. This roster

lists officers according to rank and branch. The ranking
reflected for each officer provides meaningful feedback and
is one reason officers reportedly have confidence in the-
system. As a legal requirement, an officer must be ranked
in the upper half of his branch list to be considered for
promotion. In actuality, the Ministry of Defense estab-
lishes a yearly guideline that is even more restrictive
(e.g., upper one-‘third);22

Based on thé use of both forced ranking and forced
distribution, there is little room for inflation within the
system of the French Army. Use of the narrative remarks
does provide a limited amount of maneuver room in giving
certain officers an advantage within a cluster of officers

on the forced distribution scale. Selection boards:

22Mazg, 13 April 1971.
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carefully assess all remarks that appear in the narrative,
and they underline favorable comments in blue and unfavora-

ble and/ "faint praise' type remarks in red. These remarks

| can then be tabulated along with the balance of the OER

data. Commanders have a tendency to inflate remarks so as

X to enhance the subordinate's chances as the. report moves up

the coémmand 1addey{23

‘To summarize, factors that seem to have contributed

to the basic success of the French Army's OERS in control-

Ying inflation are:

1. 'Forced ranking of an officer at multiple lievels

0f command.

2. TForced distribution of ratings by commanders,

E with the next higher commander having a vested interest in
; adherence to percéntage guidelines.

3. Efficiency reporting brought under direct com-
mand control.
i 4. Building of acceptability through,féedback and
annual indoctrination of officers in policies to be followed
in the area of efficiency repoiting.

y 5, Effective administrative control at all levels.

23aze, 1 April 1971.

e S5 B
v
¢




T e S L

. .
et e gy Ry o e T N A I Y R A TR AN S A SRS P O R IR

i
¥

Great Britain

The regiment continues to be the focal point of
basic traditions and concepts within the British Army.

While tactically of reduced significance in recent years as
a result of changes in the command structure (i.e., the
battalion group concept), the regiment still provides the
Key to an understanding of the British military system.
Regiments, particularly in the cavalry and infantry, tend to
closely follow county- lines, and officers and men tend to
spend most of their service in the same unit. This serves
to foster an informality and comradéship:-among fien that goes
bevond military experience and reaches back to a common
origin and upbringing.

I1f any concept can be singled out as .most indicative
of the British military .outlook, it would be the "know your
men" philosophy or, as it is also called, ''man management."
Knowing your men goes beyond mere lip service. It is con-
sidered basic to leadership, with leadership being the foun-
dation upon which all -else is laid. Name tags in the Brit-
ish Army are generally shufined as an unnécessary device. it
is common practice, however, for platoon and troop‘§6mmand-
ers to keep a notébook on their subordinates. This notebook
contains a complete sketch of each person's background,

problems, courses attended, interests, and ambitions.
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During a high level commander's visit to a unit it
is customary for thée host commander to insure that he has a
subtle opportunity to either meet or observe both profes-
sionally and socially the outstanding and the weak officers.

When an officer is considered to be a good candidate for the

British Staff College, the visiting commander is so infoimed.

Such a practice is not dictated by administrative policy but
by custom. It acts to broaden the senior commander 's knowl-
edge of individual members of the officer corps outside his
hormal span of personal contact. Colonel S. T. Baldry said,
"I have mever known a brigade commaunder who has not known
every officer in his brigade by his Christian name after, at
most, six -montns in command."z4 This emphasis on personal
knowlédge of subordinates by ranking officers: represents a
means of supplementing formal evaluation techniques with the
age-old service reputation concept. Literature on the Brit-
ish military system is replete with reference to the man
management prirciple. A major in a tank regiment wrote:
All ranks must be convinced that the contribution
they are making to the unit efficiency is of real impor-

tance. They must acquire thé feeling of belonging which
makes so much difference to them. This can be helped in

24COL S. T. Baldry, Biitish Army Liaison Officer to

USACGSC, personal interviews, 10 February 1971, 30 March
1971, and 13 May 1971.
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many ‘ways, but pr?ncipale through good man managemeht.zs
The ¢onfidential report (actually a misnomer) plays
an important role in personnel management and selection, but
there is little mention of it in military journals. The
officer corps accepts it as a necessary device and one that
probably works as fairly as any man-made system can. Also,
officers get an idea relatively early in their career con-
cerning just how well they might expect to do. This takes
some of the pressure off the system. There is a clear real-
ization that not all can be brigadiers. To an officer in
the British Army, a report that represents less than a maxi-
mum rating is not viewed as the death knell to a career. He
does not necessarily mind receiving a "B" or a "C" on the
A-B-C-D-E scale, because he knows full well that not all
officers can be vated at the top and a "C'" does not automat®
ically:. deter further promotion. Furthermore, the narrative
remarks carry the most weight anyWay.26
For some of the more important plateaus in the offi-
cer's career, the confidential report represents only cne

input for selection consideration. The selection process

ZSHa B. C. Watkins, MAJ, British Army, ''Discipline,”

Royal .United Service Institution Journal, August 1960,
p. 398. ‘

26Baldry.
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for the staff éollege is a.case in: point. The: first: "siv"
or sifting is made by a commanding officer recommending an
officer as a staff candidate on a couridential fepért. The
second step involves administration of a written examination
to. the staff candidate. About 40 to 45 per cent of the
officers pass the examination. Since furtheéer .screening is
necessary, a Ministry of Defence board reviews the confiden-
tial reports and makes the final Seieqtions.27' Upon comple-
tion of staff college a report is prepared on éach student,
blit he never gains access to it. 3Six instructois in the
grade of liedteriant colonel render individual evaluations.
The head of the -division, a colonel, reviews these evalua-
tions and from them produces the staff college report on the
students, assigning a final grade (e,g.,.k, B+, B, etc.).
Typical of the high standards associated with the overall
evaluative process, only one officer has graduated from the
British Staff College with an "A" since World War II.28

The confidential report has two basic purposes in
the British Army: :promotion:.and icb. assignment. The offi-
cer himself is responsible for insuring that he gets an

annual report. The "initiating officer" (rating officer)

27é. L. Straw, MAJ [USACGSC student], British Army,
personal interview, 29 January 1971.

28Baldz:y.
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will be o Vicutenant colonel, except that majors in command:
ol an independent unit are also empowered to rate. The
“superior reporting officers' (reviewers), normally two,
must always be abcve the rank of lieutenant colonel. For
-officers serving in units, only commanders may render confi-
dential reports. Staff officexs at divisional headquarters
and above are initially ratéd by colonels or brigadiers in
the same staff branch. This policy elevates all reports to
a relatively high place on the command ladder, :thus-maximiz-
ing control arnd insuring. that only .experienced officers
become involved. Because they view the rated officer from a
broad base of general effectiveness rather than from only
the .close daily contact of less senior officers, it can be
contended that the rating officér's. approach will tend to be
more objective and .dispassionate. The initiating officer
will often ask for comments from the rated officer's immedi-
ate supervisor (e.g., company commander'‘'s comments on a
platoon leader) before he finalizes his report.

The reporting systém has built-in flexibility in
that the rendering of’ a report falls in one of four classi-
fications: annual, interim, advanced, ur special. The
annual reporting dates are staggered by grade. Rating
officials have the option of advancing or deferring an

annual report by up to three months. If a report is

o hmnme wewn o R e g
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renderéd less than 90 days prior .to or after the annual
date? it i8<éonsid¢red‘551besan annual report; if oucside
the 96~aay 1eewqy;kit is considered an advanced or interim
repoft. Interim reports do not negate the requirement for
afl annual report and are normally rendered to recognize
something particularly good or bad, or priof to the change
of reporting officers if there would be too long a period
until the next annual report. Interim reports, then, serve
a variety of purposes. The special report, on the other
hand, is used only to eliminate an officer from sérvice.

To be eligible to render a report, the rating offi-
cer must have known the officér being rated for at least six
months. Thé counseling of subordinate officers is tradi-
tional and perinissive in nature. An officer is shown his
report and he must sign it. If a superior reporting officer
adds remarks less favorable than those of the initiating
officer, the report must bé returned: to the rated officer
for his added ini;ialswzg

The efficiency report format is basically quite
simple (seé Appendix Q). Different report forms are used
for captain and below and for major and above. The forms

are quite similar and have remained basically unchanged for

2%¢reat Britain, Confidential Reports--Officers,
DCI 68 (Ministry of Defence, 25 March 1970), p. 5.
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many years. Thé reportcovers four basic areas. The: fixst
is Itcem 6a in fart I, which assesses 11 basic characteris-
tics, for example, "zeal and energy." Each characteristic
is measured. against a 5-level scale, with 'very good" being
the highest.

No numerical value is ever applied to these ratings-- .
their only purpose is to insure that, for example, a
good officer who tends to te tactless at times is mot

asslggsd as say a 11a1son officer to a civilian depart-
ment: .

'The second part of the report provides for a ''pen

picture" i(narrative) of the officer and allows for a free

response, No restriction is placed on the length of ‘this

narrative. The third major area of the report covers '"grad- \

ing" (Item 7 of Part I), which is direc¢ted at ‘an appraisal
of the officer in relation to his duties. Five levels are
provided for.on the form (A through E), with "A--Well above
standard required of his ranmk qndaservicé3“ represeﬁting the
top rating. If the rating official desires to give an out-
standing rating (for major and above), he lines through all

five levels of ‘the form and inserts the word "outstanding."

by the theater commandér. Colonel Baldry said:

Thuis ratlng is only given when a commander is ‘in no
doubt that the 6fficer is outstanding and will reach

3OBaldry, 30 March 1971.
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high rank. Many officers reaching general rank have

ﬁcver’hgd an outstanding grading in -their whole
career.3l

The last area in the main body of the report deserving of
. special mention is Item 8 of Part I, which .covers recommen-
dation for promotion. fhree altérnatives are offered: yes,
zio, or not yet.
A report receiviés careful review when it is received

by the Military Secretary in the Ministry of Defence. While

not an official practice, it is generally known that some
form of listingrof\hard and eas ‘ommanders is maintained to
temper thgrsystem.32 Major General Sir John Bates remarked:

I sat on selection boards at the Ministry of Defence
for six continuous-years. I could not hazard a guess as !
to how many confidential reports I listeneéd to during
the process. On the whole they were good, particularly
after the bogfds had applied their weighting and balanc-
ing factors. 3

As can be seen from, this limited discussion, the

British Army has a distinctive approach to perfoimance

appraisal. While statistics are not available to prove the
case, only a small degree of inflation seems to be in

E2 evidence.

The average grading at the major level is probably

~

3lpaldry, 30 March 1971.  3%Baldry.

: 335ir John Bates, MG, British Army, "The Managing
: Director in Uniform," Royal United Service Institution
Journal, September 1970, p. 48. '
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closer to '"'B-=above the standard required of his rank
and service," rather than "G--up to the standard
required of his rank and service."'" If this is not a
true grading of the average regular British of ficer,
perhaps there is a little overgrading resulting from a
tendency to write a sound‘chap up a bit. . . . The tasgk
of reviewing officers is mainly to engure that the over-
harshness or over-softness of an 1n1tiating officer is
tempered so that the officer he is responsible for ends

up with a grad1n§ that is: correct reélative to-his
contemporaries.

The following can be considered the salient features
of inflation control in the British Army:

1. Control over the system is maximized by allowing
only experienced officers to rate their  subordinates.

2. The officer corps is conditioned to accept reals
istic ratings (somethiné less than a maximum score).

3. The system is not overweighted; other evaluative
techniques (including service reputation) come into play.

4. Réviewing officials exercise positive control

over~éﬁe\systém and guard against extreme ratings.
5. Officers gain a picture of their career poten- :
tial early, which causes them to pursue realistic gqais
while assigning less importance to individual reéports.
6. Pefformancexappraisal is a major and'integral
part of command réspinsibility.

7. Outstanding ratings trigger high level review.

3Q:Baldry, 30 March 1971.
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West Germany

It is difficult to cofisider the history of Germany
without ‘considering military tradition as well, so closely
are they interwoven. For generations Germany led the way in
development of military concepts and organization, and it is
safe to say ‘that all major armies .of the world have been-
influenced over the years by doctrine the German General
Staff promulgated. No military system has contributed more
to the art of military science. The coiivilsion of two world
wars in less ‘than a half century has triggered 4 metamorpho-~
sis in military outlook within the West German State. The
military establishment is no longer viewed as an entity unto
itself, standing separate from the mainstream of German
society,~but;'rather, as an integr:’ part of the national

life"o

Lack of interest in political life and the presence
of military self-reliance,\characteristic of both the
Reichswehr and the Wehrmacht, supported to a certain
degree the notion of the "state within a 'state." The
democrgtic'state, however, must rely upon the collabora-
tion .of all its citizens and their willingness to share
in mitters of state. The soldier, who as a bearer of
arms plays an important part in the defense of the com-
munity, must also remain a citizen and not fall into a

state of political agathy Oor consider himself merely a
military specialist,39

5Eri¢ Waldman, The ‘Goose Step Is Verboten--The

German Army Today (Toronto: Collier-Macmillan Canadgj_itd.,
1964), p. 40,
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From a highly authoritarian organization during

World War II, the military system has now emerged as a
democratized ingtitution. Some members of the German mili-
tary, including general officers, even belong to unions.36
While military tradition continues to be 4 factor in molding

_ military forces, the German people no longer support mili-
tarism. The officer corps of the Bundeswehr (West German

- Armed Forces), formed in 1955, has demonstrated occasional
disenchantment with what it construes to be conflicting
gnals. This problem recently flared up anew when 30 company
commanders s#nt a memorandum to the West German Defense
Minister. The memorandum indicated, among other things,
that the Bundeswehr combat preparedness :has been seriously
impaired by the 'civilian in uniform" concept, under which
"reihtegfation into society" has received a higher priority:
than combat training. Further, it called attention to the
shocking personnel shortage in terms of both quantity and
quality. The Defense Minister admitted validity of the
charges. At present the Bun@esvehr'is'unable\to £ill 26,000 ’

noncommissioned officer slots and 2,600 officer positions.37

: * 36Werner Von Scheven, MAJ [USACGSC student], West
3 German Army, personal interview, 21 October 1970.

37"West Germany: Middeldorf's Complaint,”" Newsweek,
26 April 1971, pp. 42 & 45.
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The strength of the West German military forces
presently totals about 467,000 Persoﬁnel, of which 28,200
are officers. 'This much lower ratio of officers to enlisted
men than is found in other Western military forces exists,
in part, because certain specialization areas such as pro-
curement, administration, and law are almost completely z
civilianizgd.58

Historical underpinnings of the German efficiency
reporting system extend far back in time. King Frederick
Wilhelm I introduced a regular and continuous. system of

reporting on all officers around 1725. The first recorded

use of efficiency reports, however, dates back even further,

to Frederick Wilhelm, Elector of Brandenburg, 1620-1688

(Prusso-German Atmy), In 1.806-1807, as a result of defeats

TP e Y

suffered by the ‘German Army, efficiency reporting received
close review. The benevolence of the king and the adjiutant
general toward generals with a long period of honorable !

service had led to a general predominance of over-aged ¢ .i-

f cers and mediocre men in thé highest ranks. The system was :
%- changed in 1808 to insure that only the best qualified

E officers would achieve high rank . 3?

.

: o 38COL Hans Link, West German Army Liaison Officer to @
i USACGSC, personal interview, 16 April 1971. '
] 39

Rudolf Hofmann, '"German Efficiency Report System"

T
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The revised .efficiency report called for a complete
description of the officer, his personality, character,
value to the military service, and other traits, with pax-
ticular stress on qualifications related to fields outside
the field services (general staff anaaadjutant services).
This system proved highly effective and remained basically
unchanged for more than 100 years (until 1914). The effec-

tiveness of the system can be geen in several facts.

[Tlhe careers of the more prominent :soldiers of that era

prove that this profusion of military capability was in
large measure directly due to the systematic selection
methods in force. In the traditional Prussian sense;
many of them were upstarts, were poor, and kad no con-
nections even though they may have been scions of old
families; this was the case with Moltke, Roon, -and Von:
-dex Goltz. Others such as Mackensen, Lentze, Kluck and
Ludendorff did not even have the advantage of an old
name, Without the influence which: the: efficiency xrat-
ings exerted on their careers, none of these men zguld
have attained the positions which they did reach.

trong evidence suggests that inflation of reports
has béen largely held in check during most periods of German
history. In maintaining control, integrity of reporting
seéems to have been more important than the appraisal. tech-
niques employed. Field Minual 291, issued in the 1920's,
stressed the importance of rendering honest and frank

ratings. As one author put it:

(U.S. Army, Europe, Historical Division, 1952), pp. 3-7.

40Hofmann, p. 8.
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~ High standards were the rule in judging performance.
To .omit mention of recognized weaknesses would actually
harm the officér being rated and be even more harmful to
the service in general, which depended on the rating
system to place valuable officers in responsible posi-
tions. Thus. complete justice and objectivity was

required from every officer in the preparation of effi-
ciency reports. 1

Regulations governing the efficiency reporting system
remained fundementally thé -same from before World War I
until the German defeat in World War II. 1In effect, the OER
system had'remaiﬂed basically stable in both principle and
application fot‘foughly 140 years,

With creation of the Bundeswehr, administrative

policies and the general tenor of military life broke
sharply from the past. By the 1960's, the efficiency
reporting system had become :i.nflat:ed""2 and. action to design
a better system had to be taken. Draft proposals for a new
system were prepared during 1965, and a new system was field
tested in 1969. Much of thé preparatory effort devoted to
the new system included a review of methods used by friendly
allied forces and private industry, a study of fundamentals
developed by scientists, and suggestions from military per-
sonnel. The basics qf‘persqnality‘psyuhology were taken

into consideration for item selection and arrangement of OER

Ylyofmann, p. 15.  *?Link, 11 February 1971.
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43

rating elements.

The new OER went into service in January 1970 (sce
Appendix R). Like its predecessor, it was to be used by aIlA
. West German military forces. Additionally, it was designed

to cover senior noncommissioned officers. The main objec-
. tive of the new ilating regulation is to attain greater eval-

native justice. To do this, several major innovations were

introduced. First, the rating scale for evaluating perform-

ance was éxpanded from seven to-nine ratings so as to
improve differentiation between ratees. At the top of the
scale, "excellent" was added.

Provision has been made in Section G for an evalua-
tion of the rating standard by reviewing officials. If they
check either “muéh too good' or "much téo hard" blocks,
ssubsequent action to lower or raise the overall rating is
Yequired at Ministry of Defense level. If they indicate
only a slight deviation from the norm ("a little too good"
or '"too hard"), notice is served to the evaluating authority

that the rating statements should be regarded with the

“Sgunter Raulf, “Efficiency Ratings of Military
Personnel" [translation courtesy of COL Hans Link, West
German Army Liaison Officer to USACGSC], Wehrkunde [Gerieral
Military Science] (West Germany), April-May 1970; pp. 265-68
[pp. 2-3 & 5 of translation].
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appropriate reservation."44 The West German OER was the

only system evaluated in this research that was found to
have an. automatic downgrading feature tied to eyaluation of
the rating standafd'by the first level reviewer.

I1f the féviewing official disagrees with any of the
numerical scores assigned in any of the rating tables, that
is, Items 1 tbrough 9, he may enter what he considers to be
the proper ratiﬂg in the "ST" block of the table. Rather i
than having one centralized narrative, provision is made for
marrative remarks after completion of each multiple-choice
description table. The instructions for preparation of the
OER spell out precisely the form that narrative remarks must
i take.

One oi the overriding factors in design of the new
system was maximum use of automation to manipulate statis-
tics and to maintain positive control. Numbers and alpha
characters aré used extensively throughout the form to make

it amenable to an ADP' (automatic data processing). 'system. *

This emphasis ori automation will make it possible to obtain
daily readouts, as required, in monitoring rating trends. B
Reports .are required to be submitted only dt 2-year

intervals. Under the new rating concept, it i8 necessary -to

Yhpauls, ». 21.
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submit only a statement confirming the previous report
and/o¥ a shortened efficiency report where the rating status
has undergone only slight changes or no change at all'.45
This practice is made possible by the fact that -efficiency
Teports are prepared in duplicate,~witﬁ one copy being main-

tained at unit level. The rationale behind this procedure

is that it avoids needless repetition of comments already

adequately covered. While completion of only a -partial
report is allowed, it is common practice for the rater to
file a-complete report in -each instance. Preparation of
efficiency reports -continues to. be command related starting
at company level.

The new West German .efficiency rzport is perhaps the

most highly structured of all efficiency reporting systems.
It is a precise instrument and, to complete it, a rating
official must constantly refer to the adminlstrative
instructions. This factor militates against hasty prepara-
tion and promotes careful thought, .a consideration that
could well serve to improve the quality of reports rendered.
It should be noted that each report provides a complete
picture on the officer, including a listing of preévious duty

assignments back tc 1956 or the first asiignment. If the

4SRaulf, p. 29.
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eificiency reports. (a requirement now), but they were told
where they ranked among cohtempora?ies.a6

Aside from the forced ranking concept which is soon
to be made a part of the OER, the West German Armed Forces
use one other major means ¢f evaluating officer personnel,
namely, the examination. Few officers are admitted to field
grade ranks prior to graduation from.a staff college. Offi-
cers must pass a rigid examination to gain entry to a .staff
collége. Approximatély 90 per cent pass this examination.
The top 10 per cent bf»thoselsuccessfully completing the
examination go to the General Staff -College, with the
remainder going to the Joint Services staff Ccllege. The
faildre rate for the Geéneral Staff College is in the 5 to 10:
per cent rangé. -Almost all of thése officers failing this
course will still be promoted to fiéld grade. For the Joint
Services Staff Qollége, the fafiu;e rate is 20 to 25 per
ceént. They can repeat the course aftér .oné year and must
‘pass it to be eligible for promotion to fiel&;gradef47

It is too soon to tell just how effective the new
OERS will be in controlling inflation. However, features
ithat stand out as having merit in the areéa of inflation

control are:.

46130k, 11 February 1971.  *"Link. 23 April 1971.
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1. Broadening of the rating scale (number of
levels) to improve discrimination.

2. Evaluation of the rating standard, with provi-
sion for automatic .adjustment of "extreme' repofts@

3. Variety of factots evaluated and precision of
the rating instrument.

4. Mdking performance appraisal a command responisi-
bility.

5. ngiﬁg pressure off the efficiency reporting.
system by usi;g multiple means of evaluation (OER, forced
ranking examinations);

6. Maximum use of automation to permit ‘instantane-
ous recall of data in assessing rating trends.

OERS of Australia, Israel, Japan,
' and Yugoslavia ’

Four additional foreign OERS- were selected for
review to add further depth to the research. The military
organizations concerned are Australian Army, Israeli Armed

Forces, Japanese Army, and Yugoslav Armed Forces. These

‘systems were examined in. less detail than the primary

-systems covered by this. research.

Australia,--The confidential report form in use Ly

the Austra¥ian Army (see Appenix S) has undergone only

E. e e Moo
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minor changes since 1961 and is essentially similar to the
1955 versio‘n.48 Reports are submitted on an annual basis.
When an officer has served under the same rating official
during successive rating periods, the rater is ﬂot required
to render a complete report. He may indicate '"No change
from previous report' in various sections of -the form.49 |

Confideﬁtial reports are currently rendered on all
officers through the grade of colonel. Until recently,
however, reports were not required on officers in the grade
of .colonel. Only officers in the grade of lieutenani colo-
nel and above are authorized to rate officer subordinates.
Officers are shown their reports and are given an opportu-
nity to initisl them. Administrative aspects of reporting
are similar in many respects to those of the British Army.
Only commanders are authorized to rate.

The Australians have their own way of controlling
inflation. The Military Secretary at .military headquarters
in Canberra grades the rating standards of every officer,

and this information is used, in part, to make necessary

480 J. 0'Brién, MAJ, Royal Australian Infantry,

"Perfoimance Appraisal and the Confidential Report,' Army
Journal (Australia), No. 256, September 1970, p. 30.
4gAuétfalia, Military Board Instruction 166-9:
Regular Officers--Annual Confidential Reggrts (Royal
Australian: Army; 19 August 1969), P. 2
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adjustments in the gystem. In Major O. J. O'Brien's words:

In a nutshell, the Australian Army statistical tech-
nlques/controls applled to our OER system are\as<rollows

1. A quantitative score is assigned to each grade
of endorsement of each of ten qualities or
variables.

2. These scores are totalled.

3. The annual distribution of scores for all offi-
cers of the same rank is hormalised by conver-
sion to MCCall s T scale.

4. The individual's T 'score for a given annual
report is calculated, from the formula:

Present __ 2 + ““eceding Year's
T Score ~ <7 7 Score x 1
——g"

5. An analysis is made of each reporting officer's
distribution of rating (across all reports he
has inittated) to idepti§6 characteristically
harsh or lenient judges.

The variables discussed in the Tormula are unknown
and would not be released in any case. McCall's T scale is
merely a standard deviation scarebsl It is interesting to
note the absence of numerical scoring on the confidential
report forma itself. In any event, résponses are quantified

to allow for mathematical processing per the formila.

500 J. 0'Brien, MAJ, Royal Australian Infantry,

Letter to this writer, Subject° "Confidential Reporting
System," 24 March 1971, p. 2.

SLBill Coburn, Administrative Officer, Australian
Embassy, Washington, telephone interview; 20 May 1971.
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The confidential report bedrs only part of the
weignt in the promotion selection process. Like some of the
‘other systems examined, the Australian Army males use of
examinations in evaluating officers. Examinations are used
to de;etmine qualification €or both taptain and major.
These are written examinations. A tactical examination for
all branches, lasting eight consecutive days, determines
qualification for lieutenant <gionel. This examination is
conducted in the. field and i# preceded by thrée weeks of
,prebaration and coaching (refresher training);52

Another factor in promotion selection is the appear-

ance of an officer before boards of officers:. Two boards of

officers .are involved. The first, called the Promotion and
Selection Working Party, is headed by a brigadier (a briga-
dier is not a general officer) and his committee. This
board- is provided :with- no advance information on the:officer
except for any personal knowledge that may exist. The
impression; the board of officers gains is based purely on.
the officer's performance before the board: This board
grades him as either "suitable" or "unsuitable." Al% offi-
cers progress to a second board which consists of a major

general and his‘committee, normally three ihdividﬁals. This

52John Essex=Clark, LTC [USACGSC student], Royal

Australian Army, personal interviews, 23 & 24 April 1971.
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is called the Promotion énd Selection Committee. .A complete
file on the officer is avdilable to this board, together
with a career summary prepared by the Military Secretary.
This board places the officer in one of three categories--
MX," UY," or MZ,"  Category "X" connotes suitable for imme-
diate promotion based on the assessed number of vacancies
that will occur before the board is again convened (annu-
ally). Category "Y" means that the officer is suitable for
promotion, but only if further vacancies occur; -and "Z,'
that the officer is not suitable for promotion. No promo-
tion list is published and there is no definite sequence of
promotion or priority. Promotions are made as positions
suitable for the officer open up. When an officer falls in
"Z" category he is not told this until shortly before termi-
nation of céntract/service. The Governor General, repre<
senting the Queen, is the final promotion‘auf:hority.53

Based on positive controls exercised and adjustments
made in scoring by the Military Secretary, OER inflation is
being held in check.

Israel.--The efficiency reporting system used by the
Israeli Armed Forces was selected for review for two basic

reasons. First, there is no record of its having been

53Essex-Claxk.
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studied previously. The second reason relates to Israel's
recent combat successes and high staté .of military readiness.
‘Thé same report form (see Appendix T) is used for
all services, including the large reserve forces. Frequency
of preparation is greater than for any other OERS examined,
with reports required: on a semi-annual basis. Reports are
also initiated upon major change of assignment or when the
officer makes a 'big mess." No numerical values are
assigned to the overall report and each report is considered
as .an independent unit. The rater is not required to show
the report to the rated officer unless it is a bad one.54
As with the Erench and West German systems, the
standards of ~he rater are graded, in this case Ey a "second
evaluator." He completes only a portion of the form and can
be classed as something between an indorsing officer and a
reviewer under the U.S. Army system. There is no reviewer
per se. In Item 8 of the OER, the rater is given ths fol-
lowing situation:
Assume you axe in command Of a large unit and have been
given a special assignment. This officer will be made
.-available to you. How will you use him?

‘The xrating then assesses the officer against seven basic

utilization: areas, for example, command of people in battle.

v

\ ‘SQJacbb Shat=Ran, COL [USACGSC student], Israeli
Army, personal interviews, 2 December 1970 and 25 April 1971.

s T et bk




' 4
BT o et

3 110
This is indicative of the simplicity of the OER form. Only
six traits are evaluated; the Yugoslav OER being the only
report to have fewer (three). Two of the six traits relate
to the officer's ability to anticipate, react, and maintain
stability under the stress of unusual and special situations:
Individual achievement is stressed over methods used.
Efficiency reports are of limited importance in the
Israeli Army since the OER is considered only one means of
judging an offfcef‘s qualification for promotion. Personal
krnowledge of fellow officers serves as a prime evaluation
device. Examinations are used for entrance to the staff
college, but they are not too important. They are primarily
designed to insure that an officer adequately prepares him-
self through self-study prior to attending the staff co lege.
Also, various courses must be completed for advancement to
certain grades. Completion of ranger training before promo-
tion to captain. provides an example.55
The Israeli Armed Forces do not appear to have an
inflation problem. One contributing factor is undoubtedly
lack of importance of the report. It doés mot play a big

part in promotion or other personnel_<a.ctions.56

Japan.--The present OER of the Japanese Ground

55 56

Shat-Ran. ‘Shat-~Ran.
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Self-Defense Force (see Appendix U) has been in effect about
20 years. The zystems used by the other services are sifmi-
lar. -Only commanders and 'staff principals (e.g., G4) are
authorized to rate. Japan, like Canada, has a "no-show"
policy for reports.

Eight basic traits -are evaluated on the form (¢.g.,

<command ability), each of which mitst be graded. Command

ability is double weighted. on the ?oint scale in comparison.
with the other seven traits. Thé rating officer is also
asked to select no more than 4 personal characteristics
indicative of the rated officer (e.g., stubborn, conscien-
tious) from a field of 32 characteristics. Collectively,
this adds up tc a slate of 40 traits to be evaluated, more
than in any other system studied for this research. The |
form also ‘uses a forced ranking system.

Inflation of efficiency reports is a significant
problem with the present system. 'Many commanders want to

137 The ‘Ground..Staff Office, Grournd Self-

be a 'good guy.
Defense Force Central Headquarters, located in Tokyo, main-
tains an awareness of how commanders rate and tempers the

reporting system accordingly. There is a tendency for

senior officers to get higher ratings. than more junior

_ 57COL N. Matsura, Japanese Army Liaison Officer to
USACG3G, personal interview, 11 February 1971,
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officers, a case of grade bias. The Ground Staff Office
maintains academic information (e.g., staff college) on the
more: junior officers as a means of more accurately determin-
ing their abilities in relation to the type of OER they
receive.

As. in the case of other systems, staff college
attendance is an important key to success. The Japanese
Army administers an extremely difficult examination to all
candidates, with only 10 to 15 per cent of them passing
J'.‘t“.s'8 The only formal instruction.given to officers on

policies related to the OER occurs at the staff college.

Yugoslavia.--The OER used by the armed forces of
Yugoslavid was sélected for review because of that country's
status as a, communist state. While a copy of the actual
efficiency report could not be provided, sufficient informa-
tion was made available to construct the basic format (see

Appendix V).

No one below the position of brigade commander is
authorized to write an OER. The report is not referred to
higher authority for review, that is, a division commander,

unless it falls in .one of three categories: a battalion

-

58COL Misao Matsumoto, Japanese Army Liaison Officer

to USACGSC, perscnal interview, 23 April 1971.
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commander is being rated; a high rating is being given; or .a
négative rating is given: In those Cases where the report
is referred to the reviewer, he assigns an overall rating,
selecting from one of four possible ratings: extra class,

59

excellent, very good, or good. "Extra class' can be used
only if a commander is being evaluated. This apparent
‘advantage for officers occupying command positions can be
seen in other areas as well. Commanders are paid about

20 per cent mote than officers of like rank filling staff
positions.,

Only three traits are evaluated in the Yugoslav CER:
character (honesty and friendéhip), relations. with superiors
and subordinatés, and political/party stability. This is
the least number of areas covered by any of ihe rine
efficiency reporting systems studied.

‘The Yugoslav military system reportedly fosters a
spirit of openness and informality among officers of all

grades--"'a carryover from the révolut:ion."60

It is custom- -
ary for the subordinate to discuss his job requirements with

his superior in developing a list of things that must be

s

>9Dusan M. Divjak, LTC [USACGSC student], Yugoslav

Army, personal interviews, 12 February 1971 and 23 April
1971.

%0 1ivjak.
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accomplished. 7The subsequent efficiency report is largely
based on whether these tasks were in fact performed. This
"requirements" approach makes the OER largely a record of
mission: accomplishment. Inflation does mot .appear to be a
problem, but in the abSence of more complete documeﬁtar§

evidence there is no way of authenticating this.

Szgogsig.--lnformatioﬁ gleaned from study of these
last four OERS serves to underscore some: of this chapter's
-earlier findings. The practice of relating rating authority

to command authority was again in evidence. Ekaminatidss

‘were again seen as an adjunct to efficiency repoits in

assessing'officer qualifications,‘eSpgg;éily as concerns

. promotion. The ''rate the rater" concept was again décu-

mented (Israeli Arméd. Forces).

The Australian method of adjusting ratings at army
headquarters provides a type of approach to OER monitorship
and is. probably not too. far removed from methods: used with
some of the other systems. However, it is rare indeed when
such methods are discussed openly.

One new approach materialized in reviewing these
iast four systems: the requirements app-oach associated
with the Yugoslav system. This is not a new method of per-

formance appraisal since it is already being used by some
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civilian firms in the United' States. It 1is new from an OER !

standpoint. This technique is sometimes referred to as the
"objective»fbcused*approach." It revolves around. the prin-
ciple of contrasting a person's performance against pre:\
established. objéctives and against his own prior experi-

ence.61 The objective-focused, or requirements;, approach ‘
requires careful monitorship and seems more adaptable to _
small organizations or armies. Also, it would seem to bé a. :
-difficult approach to tie into a .combat environment, where

requirements are. dynamic and changing minute by minute.

Chapter V. provides an overall comparative analysis .5

P

_ ‘ , {
of all nine systems, along with techniques used.
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q§ 61Pau1‘H.~ThompsonAand—Gene W. Dalton, "Performance
Appraisal: Managers, Beware,' KHarvard Business Review,
| January~-February 1970, p. 156. o i 4?

Belreeeunlel
GG

..
T

Al
N

MR
Briaase 3 ey
AN A

s < .
3 "

s -

\ .

2 e e o e e et e b e D e
i e cvemrm 2 T Y e S « ol e 2 A s
b et | i e e e e

1
J
t




CHAPTER V
‘SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7his 3tudy has dealt with the problem of efficiency
report“ipflation, its 'impact ‘on the ‘officer evaluation
process, and the search for acceptiable solutions. Compara-
tive evaluation is viewed as the most desirable use of the
OER (officer efficiency report), especially as concerns
discrimination among successful officers.

The existing OERS (officer efficiency report system)
can be classed as relatively effective in identifying
ineffective officers, a matter of absoiute value. From the
standpcint of comparative value, it has been less than
optimal in differentiating between officers of outstanding
quality.

Several basic assumptions that were developed ear-
lier in this thesis gave direction to the research effort.
Those assumptions can be summarized .as follows:

1. The OER should serve as a means of discriminat-
ing among successful officers.

2. OER inflation: reduces discrimination character-
istics of a system from the standpoint of comparative value.
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3. Historical review of the OERS of the U.S. Army
can contribute to an 'understanding of ‘the inflationary.
{phenomenon.

4. The U.S. Army can profit frow the review of
foreign officer evaluation systems.

5. ‘Performance appraisal procedures cannot be
studied in isolation; they must be studied as part of the
military environment in which they are used.

6. The degree of effectiveness of a particular

appraisal technique depends on the military system it serves.

Summary

Research was conducted along two separate lines.

The Jfirst phase concentrated on the OERS of the U.S. Army in

ordeﬁlfo identify the magnitude of the inflation problem, to

provide clues as to the underlying root causes, and to

identify methods that have been employed to combat inflation.

The second phass was devoted to foreign systems. This

research also inquired into causes of inflation and methods

. used to reduce or eliminate it. Finally, data on nine
efficiency reporting systems were subjected to comparative

. analysis.

Historical review of the OERS of the U.S. Army

revealed that a pfonounced inflationary tendency has been in
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evidence for more ‘than 40 years and that it has teided to be
acute since before World War II. While several techniques
have been uséd to improve the system, including forced
choice and forced ranking (both of short duration), inflax
ticn has persisted. There has been little substantive
change in the OERS over the years aside from adjustment of
OER format.

Survey of the various foreign systems revealed a
variety of techniques,befﬁg used to curb inflation. They
can be reduced to 15 prisary approaches to i;flation control:

1. Limiting wating authority to comiianders: and key
staff members in a headqu.rteis (e.g., Chief of Staff).

2. Firm centralized administrative control and
monitorship.

3. Requiring ithat all "outstanding" reports be
referred to the highest authority for perusal (e.g., Minis-
try of Defence),

4. Maximum use of automatic data processing to
monitor rating trends and to identify problem ‘areas.

5. Adjustment of ratings at the highest level
(e.g., Ministi’y of Defence) based on trend information
concerning the standards of various rating officials.

‘6. Threat of reprisal against rating 6fficidls who

habitually overrate or underrate subordinaieés.
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7. Publicizing the fact that tater standards ate
subject to review, |

8. Expanision of the rating scale (e.g., from séven
to dine adjectival levels) tg encourage a more normal
distribution pattern.

9. ‘Using multiple means of appraising officer
¢apabilities to take pressure off the OER.

10. Use of a forced ranking system.of appraisal.

11. Use of forced distribution to insure that
ratings conform to a prescribed pattern.

12, Officer reviewing the report to either "rate
the rater" or -grade the validity of the rating given.

13; Use of extrémely precise reporting procedures
as' a means of improving the objectivity of the rating.

14, Prohibiting the rated officer from seeing his
efficiency reports on the premise that the rating offitial
wiil theii be more inclined to render an honest, appraisal.

15. Limiting rating authority to field grade
officers on the premise that their ratings will be. more
‘obje-tive than those submitted by less experienced officers.

Review of the foreign systeins also 8erved to- reveal
that mcre $ubile factors producing inflation control .are an
inbred sense of high integrity, coafidence in the system,

and an officer :corps conditioned to accept realistic ratings.
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Table 4 compares each of thes nine effitiency reporting,

systems in terms of inflation, administrative considerations,

and -evaluation techniques used: The systems are comparéd ds
26 'separate: areas. Tiis table highlights some of the prin«
:cipal findings of the stud¥. It can be seen thal five of
the foréign systems have either eliminated inflation or ?
appear to have it under some degree of control. It would be
premature to judge the new West German system, but there are

signs that it will ease the inflation problem. From a

comparison, point of view, the U.S. Army's system was found
to be basically devoid of any real device for: control of

inflation.

|
|
|

The comparative analysis yielded some significant
facts. All eight'fofeign systems. Yimit rating authority to
commanders or key staff officials. 'lifee of them employ a
"rate the rater" concept; four provide for;gdjugtment of
ratings at the highest level to compensite: for "hard' and
"easy! raters. Five of the reporting $ystems Limit rating
authority to field grader officers, four 4f them calling for
lieutenant colcnel. Six of the officer évaluation programs

use examinatipons' 'to determine promotion, staff college

eligibility, or both. None of the systefs use an indorsing

officer per se.

] It would be illogical to assume ithat performance
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appraigal techniques that work with one system will automat-

ically work with dispardate systems. Foreign systems, even:
those: used by a sister service, must be analyzed carefully,
for they are in part a jproduct of the military environment.
that spawned them. As a corollary, any foreign system or
technique that contrasts sharply with the historical and

psychological framework «0f the U.S. Army‘s system may prove

dufficult to assimilate. At ‘the same time, pre-conditioningf

of the officer c¢orps to accept change, and phasing of
chaniy2s, can significantly improve the acceptability and
usablenéss of a new system.

Is a new :efficiency reporting system needed in the
U.S. Army to bring infiation under control? This study has
shown that a significant shift in the efficiéncy réport form
i$. probably not required, but, if the rating instrument is to
be éffective, certain changes in the administration of the
evaluation procedures need to be made. Few of ghe primary
approaches currently in use by allied military forces relate
directly to performance appraisal techniques. Most relate
to the manner in which the program is administered and
monitored.

Perhaps the most essential ingredients for an effec-
tive efficiency reporting system are:

L., Positive centralized administrative control,

i .
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automated co the maximum extent possible.

2. An environment which places high value on
professionalism and integrity.

3. Limiting rating authority to experienced
officers.

4. Educating the officer corps on a continuing
basis in efficiency reporting procedures.

5. Exercise of command authority and supervision
to guard against those officers who find it impossible to

rate subordinates with reasoiiable objectivity.

Conciusipns

The conclusions resulting from this research are as
follows:

1. Inflation can be brought under control,

2. The adninistrative framework within which the
efficiency report operates is at least as important as the
performance appraisal techniques used.

3. Certain foreign military efficiency reporting
techniques, especially in the administrative area, should be

considered for adoption by the U.S. Army.

Recommendations
Based on the findings of this research report it is

recommended that:
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1. Greater stress be placed on objectivity and
integrity ¢f reporting. ]

2. Rating authority be restricted to field grade
positions and ‘above.

3. Commanders be requ;fed to monitor all reports
initiated within their immediate commands with a view to
controlling inflation.

&. Tight administrative discipline be imposed.
thréugh the establishment of a central monitoring office for
officer efficiency reports at Department of the Army level.

5. Serious consideration be given to tlie use of
examinations as part of the promotion selection process as
ail additional evaluation device.

6. OER format and processing be designed':.t¢ :make
maximum use of automation.

7. Statistics be maintained covering the rating
standard of each officer in ré;étigﬁ to established guide-
lines and trends, with provisioir for adjustment of ratings
at Department of the Army level based on established

standards.

8. All officer basic and advanted courses, as well

as the course at the U.S. Army Command .and General .Staff
College, include dnstruction in the basic purposes cof the

OER and in policies and procédures associated with it.
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9. Liaison be maintained with allied military
forces so that the U.S. Army and théy might. capitalize on
wach othet's innovations.

, 10. Qfficers be shown their efficiency teports at
the time they are initiated in orxder to increase confidence
) in the .officer efficiency reporting system,

11. Any new study of the OERS should consider the

human side effects of a departure'fromxpast methodology.
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APPENDIX A: SOURCES OF ERROR COMMON
TO PERFORMANCE ‘APPRATSAL*

1. A willingness. to rate subordinates who may be
virtually unknown.

2. ,Aﬁ‘unwillingneSS to take the time or make the
effort to-analyze subordinates thoroughly.

3. Differences in rater temperament-~some are over-
friendly, others are overcritical.

4. The "halo effect'--if the man is liked, he is seen
as excelling in every traitj if disliked, as deficient in
every trait.

5. The overweighting of recent occurrences, either
favorable or unfavorable.

5. The "sunflower" effect:-the need to give superiors
information which will not .embarrass the rater (''None of my

men is less than 100%-=-I wouldn't keep him').

7.. The need to second-guess superiors--to tell them
what they wanf to hear.

8. The need to play politics--to use the ratirigs to
curry subordinates' favor.

9. The reluctance to make adverse ratings for fear
they might have to- be -discussed with -the employee.

10. The use of ratings for an ulterior purpose--to
justify giving or withholding raises or promotions.

*Extracted from: Robert N. McMurry, ''Clear Communica-
tions for Chief Executives,” in President and Fellows of
larvard ‘College, How Successful Executives Handle People:
Twelve Studies in Communications and Management Skills
([Cambridge, Mass.], 1951), p. 3. .
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1. The Tack of uniform criteria or standards of per-
foldmance [rom rater to rater.

12. Personal prejudice or bias on the part of the rater
--"A1l Swedes -are squareheads.

13. Extreme rater indeciéiveness—-the«inability to make
a categorical judgment.

14. Lack of analytical ability on the part of the rater
--the inability to see causal relationships.

15. "Central tendency''--the ‘reluctance of ‘the rater to

rate either high or low, the wish to stick to 'good" or
"average."

16. A proneness to wishful thinking--"Everyone is
promotable, perhaps in five years."
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APPENDIX B: FORM 67
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APPENDIX C: DA FORM 67-1
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APPENDIX I: QUESTIONNAIRE ON OFFICER
EFFICIENCY REPORTING SYSTEM

TO:

SUBJECT: Officer Efficiency Reporting System--Questionnaire

1. A new officer efficiency report system is due for field
testing later this year. Responses to this question-
naire survey will be provided to DCSPER, DA, for
consideration in developing the new system. The infor-
mation will also be used in fulfilling a student
research requirement here at the College.

2. This questionnaire is more meaningful than most you
will receive in that your response may influence Army
thinking on this subject. Your cooperation will also
be greatly appreciated by a fellow student.

3. Questionnaires should be returned to

Major Robert L. Dilworth
Section (Lucky) 13
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Basic inforwation:
Rank Branch
Active Commissioned Service: _____ years + months

Approximately how many efficiency reports have you coffé’
pleted d4s a rater (not indorser) in the last 10 years?

10 or less 11-20 21-30 40 or more___

Which functional category best represents your primary
overall career experience?

Combat: ___ Combat Support Combat Service Support

Is our present OER system effective in identifying
officers of little potential value to the service?

Yes No

Do you feel that the present OER system effectively
identifies those officers having the greatest future
potential (future colonels and generals)?

Yes No

S o o

How would you rate efficiency reports you have received?
____Accurately portrayed my abilities.

_____Tended to underrate my abilities.
—____Overrated my abilities.

Could the OER system be improved by using one form of
report for company grade officers and another for all

other grades?

Yes No
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Which of the following appraisal techniques would serve
to improve our system of determining the relative merit
and potential of army officers? Which techniques would
you be willing to accept? (Circle Y (Yes) or N (No).)

Would Improve Am Willing
Technique System To Accept

Peer Rating (evaluation of
your abilities by contempo-
raries) . . . . v o« o . . . Y N Y N

Forced Choice (select phrases
most descriptive of the
officer) . . . . . . . . .. Y N Y N

Periodic Written Examination

(every two years)--as one

device for detf:ermining branch

qualification . . . . . . . . Y N Y N

Forced Ranking (commander or
supervisor forced to rank his
officers numerically from top
to bottom) . . . . . . . . . . Y N Y N

Upgrading of the Counseling
Requirement . . . . . . . . . Y N Y N

Return to a relative ranking
in academic reports prepared
by service schools . . . . . . Y N Y N

Which of the following statements most accurately
reflect your views? (You may select more than one.)

The efficiency report should always be shown to
the rated officer.

The rating officer will tend to render a more
objective appraisal if he knows the rated officer
will not see the report.

I do not object to a "no show" policy so long as I

am properly counseled (know where I stand) and the

report receives judicious review at all levels.
[There is more to Item 9.]
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The efficiency report should never be shown to the
rated officer.

How do you view inflation of efficiency ratings?
______Overplayed, not really a problem.

Can be considered a minor problem.
_____Can be considered a significant problem.

The single most important problem with the present
system.

Certain foreign officer efficiency report systems pro-
vide for rating the standards of the rater. Under this
system the indorsing officer or reviewing official
rates the rater in completing his portion of the report.
This normally entails selection of ti.e appropriate
entry (too hard, fair, average, lenient). Do you
recommend use of this technique with the U.S. Army OER
system?

Yes No

Should there be a different type efficiency report for

combat type positions as opposed to Combat Support/Com-
bat Service Support?

Yes No .

Is the officer corps being given sufficient instruction
in the purpose and use of efficiency reports?

Yes No

Comments, if any (on reverse side).

THANK YOU FOR TAKING TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

/s/ Robert L. Dilworth
ROBERT L. DILWORTH, MAJ, AGC
SECTION 13
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APPENDIX J: DETAILED SUMMARY OF
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Composition of officer sample:

U.S. Army officers attending the U.S. Army Command and
N General Staff College, Class of 1970-71.

A raundom sampling of 247 officers was selected (every
fifth officer from the official alphabetical class
roster). Minor adjustment in the basic sampling tech-
nique was required to insure coverage of all branches.
A total of 208 officers (84 per cent) responded.

Grade distribution: lieutenant colonels/48; majors/160.

Active commissioned service: (No indication/5)

No. of No., of No. of No. of
Years Officers Years  Officers
8 1 12 33
9 19 14 34
10 22 15 19
11 29 16 10
12 27 16+ 9

Branch distribution: (No indication/6)

No. of No. of
Branch Officers Branch Officers
' AD 16 Ik 0
AG 8 MC 1
AR 16 MI 17
CA 0 MP
CE 12 MS
CH (continued) oD 10
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Branch distribution: (continued)

No. of No. of
Branch  Officers Branch Officers
cM 4 01 7
DC 1 SC 21
' FA 26 TC 12
FI 3 vC
. IN 45 WA 2

Primary overall career interest: (No indication/6)

Combat 62
Combat Support 82
Combat Service Support 58

Tabulation of response information:

Question 4--Is our present OER system effective in identify-
ing officers of little potential value to the service?

Yes /139 No/67 No indication/2
Question 5--Do you feel that the present OER system effec-
tively identifies those officers having the greatest
future potential (future colonels and generals)?

Yes/73 No/129 No indication/6

Question 6--How would you rate efficiency reports you have
received?

Accurately portrayed my abilities 82

Tended to underrate my abilities 10
Overrated my abilities 92
. More than one answer checked 21
No indication 3

Question 7--Could the OER system be improved by using one
form of report for company grade officers and another
for all other grades? (''No indication' response
includes '"Undecided.'’) :

Yes /92 No/9% - No indication/22

;
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Question 8--Which of the folleowing appraisal techniques
would serve to improve our system of determining the
relative merit and potential of army officers? Which
techniques would you be willing to accept?

Would Improve Am Willing
System To Accept
Technique Tes No Blank Yes No Blank
Peer Rating 55 142 11 75 124 S
Forced Choice 78 123 7 120 84 4
Examination 90 113 5 117 85 )
Forced Ranking 58 143 9 89 114 5
Counseling 179 28 1 189 13 6
Academic Ranking 33 170 5 76 127 5

Question 9--Which of the following statements most accu-
rately reflect your views? (You may select more than
one.)

Efficiency report should always be showx
to rated officer. 185

Reting officer will tend to render a
more objective appraisal if he knows
rated officer will not see report. 28

1 do not object to '"no show'" policy so

long as I am properly counseled (know

where I stand) and report receives

judicious review at all levels. 55

Efficiency report should never be shown
to rated officer. 2

Question 10--How do you view inflation of efficiency ratings?

Overplayed, not really a problem 9
Minor problem 34
Significant problem 92
Single most important problem 72
Don't know 1

Question ll-~Certain foreign officer efficiency report sys-
tems provide for rating the standards of the rater.
Under this system the indorsing officer cor reviewing
official rates the rater in completing his portion of
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the report. This normally entails selection of the
appropriate entry (too hard, fair, average, lenient).
Do you recommend use of this technique with the .S
Army OER system?

Yes/116 No/85 No indication/7

Question 12--Should there be a different type efficiency
report for combat type positions as opposed to Combat
Support/Combat Service Support?

Yes /55 No/150 Don't know/3

Question 13--Is the officer corps being given sufficient
instruction in the purpose and use of efficiency reports?

Yes/77 No/130 Undecided/1

Question 14--Comments, if any.

A total of 55 officers submitted comments. The more
substantive comments are shown in Appendix K.

Correlation of reSponse information for Questions 6 and 10.
Q6 concerned “officer's personal experience with OER QlO

his overall viewpoint on inflation. In matching response to
Q6 and Ql0, 12 combinations were possible. (Multiple
response to either question was disregarded.) Results:

i Combination

! Number
: Question 6 Question 10 Matching
; No problem 7

: Minor problem 10

: Accurate Significant problem 35

j R Single most important pxroblem 29

i

t No problem 0

; Minor problem 2

‘ Underrated Significant problem 5
o Single most important problem 3

% No problem 2

: Minor problem 15

‘ Overrated Significant problem 41

Single most important problem 39
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APPENDIX K: COMPENDIUM OF STUDENT COMMENTS

Representative student comments were extracted from the
returned questionnaires and were categorized according to
primary orientation. The quotations presented below cover
problems associated with the present officer efficiency
report (OER), evaluative techniques, and general comments.

Problems Associated with Present OER

LTC, EN: The rating system in the Army is only the tip of
the iceberg . . . . The crux of the problem is that we have
a system that is designed to eliminate a man when he has
reached his maximum capability. If an officer gets passed
over successively, he will be discharged from the service.
It may be that the officer has reached his peak and can't go
any further on the promotion ladder, but why do we get rid of
him? The Army should have a system that would allow a man
to progress up the promuiion ladder until he is at the peak
of performance--with some wfficers this might be the rank of
Captain or Major. With a few it will be General. . . . If
this were the system, then the OER would not be as inflated
as under the present system,

MAJ, AG: ODCSPER cov” ’ come up with a new OER system each
year, but if officers .nflate the system (as they/we have
done on the past three forms) the new system will not serve
the purpose. There appears to be a rather prevailing feel-
ing that all officers are entitled to a good OER regardless
of whether he has contributed to his organization oxr not.
Many senior officers and large headquarters establish poli-
cies regarding just how good the report will be. We merely
defeat the purpose of the system by doing this--the point
is, a new form won't correct the present situation.

MAJ, FA: Based on my experience as either rater or indorser
of some 40 officers/warrant officers simultaneously, I am
disgusted by unending ''guidance' from senior commanders who
inform me of such things as follow:

1. A "2" for ability of a battery commander to command
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a battalion in the future eliminates him from ever
being considered for such a command.

3 2. A battery commander who is relieved from command in
.i combat because of unsatisfactory performance cannot
3 be so written up because it might be damaging to his
| career!

3 3. Anything less than a "1'" in Part IV, VI, and X are

permanently damaging to a man's career.

4. A score below 90 in Part XIIb is permanently damag-
3 ing to a man's career, etc., ad nauseum!

E. MAJ, IN: [Tlhe biggest problem in the OER system lies in

4 the people who use it. Most officers I have observed

” (including myself in a couple of instances) lack the guts to
sit down with another man, tell him how they evaluate him,
and try to help him improve his performance--and to the best
of their ability put it in writing. Inflated reports result
from the fact that most people want to get along and not

% make anyone unhappy. As a result the OER tends to lose its
3 meaning. When most officers are so outstanding as their

£ OERs say they are, the positions in which a man has served

: become more important than their manner of performance in

’ these positions when it comes time for promotion. Most of

us fail to fulfill this important aspect of leadership as
officers.

v MAJ, MI: Poor officers are not identified and eliminated
soon enough. Inflation of reports contributes te this prob-
lem, as does reluctance to "hurt" a young officer. By the
time the Army gets around to realizing an ¢fficer is ineffec-
tive he may have been in for 10 or more years, making it

much more difficult to eliminate him from the service.
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MAJ, OD: I personally know alcoholics who have been pro-
moted to Colonel even though essentially incapable of per-
forming after 1800 each night. I have seen the same thing
happen to officers considered to verge on incompetence as
leaders--all from lack of guts by raters. . . . There is a
. credibility gap b2tween OPO and the field. It all goes back
to a lack of candor when asked if certain things exist, such
as an order of merit list. I cannot help but wonder if
there is some sort of skullduggery in OPO as to use of OERs.
This particularly hits me when they talk of downgrading the
numbers when I know from experience that huge masses of data
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on huge numbers of people defy handling efficiently unless
reduced to some sort of numerical code. The OPO has a large
problem and they must do it efficiently; so why try to fool
the troops--just admit what is done and keep the results
private. An across-the-board approach to baldfaced honesty
might help the OER situation.as concerns inflation, etc.

MAJ, OD: [Tlhe greatest danger and problem with our present
OER is that we force the rater to practice quack psychology.
He is asked to judge a man on a long "laundry list" of psy-
chological traits. I submit that unless the rater is a
graduate psychologist he cannot make these judgments. More-
over, if a man performs his job well, of what earthly dif-
ference does it make what the rater thinks of his tact,
force, etc.? To me the gut of performance appraisal is how
well did the man perform the job that was expected of him?

This, of course, begs the question of did the rater tell the
man what was expected of him?

MAJ, SC: The major problem with inflation exists when a
given rater is not aware of, or refuses to accept, the
inflation of efficiency reports and renders an honest evalu-
ation. . . . An average OER is tantamount to cutting an
officer's threcat and he is on the way out. Although the
indorser and reviewer should catch such things and acquaint
the rater with the realities of the system and request
reconsideratiorn of average ratings, the rater cannot be
compelled to change a rating.

Evaluative Techniques

LTC, CM: A computer program could be established at DA
which would categorize raters by type based on reports sub-
mitted. This would allow adjustments to be made.

LTC, FA: [T]he rater could answer a section of the OER to
state "how he rates."

LTC, MI: Forms could be made more difficult to make raters
have to spend more time preparing them.

MAJ, AG: The Army needs two things to improve the OER sys-
tem: more instruction and information on the system and
less change in OER system forms or concepts. The Army could

well study the Navy system and the number of changes made in
the last 20 years.
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MAJ, AG: A system could be used requiring a '"self-rating by
the rater. Some raters pride themselves with heing a “tough
rater" cte. We might find more truth in the "self-rating'
than in the actual rating!

' MAJ, AR: [A] Xerox copy of each completed report should be
sent by registered mail to the rated officer from DA. This
will enable him to see the completed report, keep his own
file, ete. This will also keep the raters and indorsers in
line, knowing that the rated officers will be receiving a
copy of the report.

MAJ, CE: I feel that 10 percent, and only 10 percent, of
the officers should be rated, five percent on the top
(future generals) and five percent on the bottom (eliminate
from service soonest). All the rest of the officers could
be promoted as their time in grade reaches the limit.

MAJ, FA: DA DCSPER would get better results if they made
more effort to tell people how these reports are used.

MAJ, FA: Ratings on OERs often reflect the ratings received
earlier by raters and indorsers. Those officers who have
habitually received high ratings tend to give high ratings,
and, conversely, those who have received low ratings tend to
give low ratings. A backgriund review of the rater and
indorser might bring the OER into its proper perspective.

MAJ, IN: (1) The process of selecting officers in the
secondary promotion zone leaves a great deal to be desired.
Two officers with the same abilities, potential for higher
command and staff positions, and performing essentially the
same duties with equal reliability, may be rated at differ-
ent levels. One is instructing at the Infantry School, Fort
Benning, and the other instructing ROTC cadets at a univer-
sity. The officer serving at the Infantry School will
invariably be higher.

(2) A system needs to be establishlad at DA to rate the
rater and thus affect the results of efficiency reports he
renders. The Infantry School had, and I assume still has, a
policy of "If you work here, you have to be tops." This is
not the case when you are working for a P.M.S. lieutenant -

colonel or colonel twice passed over for promotion, and on
his terminal assignment.

MAJ, IN: The most Significant problem is lack of a weight
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assigned to a rater based upon his vating. A weight could
easily be assigned through the use of the computer.

MAJ, IN:

Performance counseling must be required by regula-
tion:

(1) Rating officer must be taught how to counsel.

(2) Record of counseling (dates and content) should be
attached to OER.

MAJ, IN: A rating index of each rating officer could be
developed and maintained by including each of his reports in
the computations. Additionally, a standard or acceptable
deviation (bcth up and down) from this index could be deter-

mined. As each efficiency report is considered it could be
measured against these yardsticks.

MAJ, MI: Although I recognize and appreciate the need for
an evaluation system, I am in favor of abandoning the OER in
favor of another system. Perhaps, an examination or a
series of tests whereby each officer must demonstrate cer-

tain skills required for his promotion to next higher grade
would be a better choice.

MAJ, MI: [T]he major problem with OER's today is overinfla-
tion, that is, both rater and indorser not giving a fair or
honest rating. No matter what system is estahlished, this
will always be a problem. A solution to the problem can be
the counseling session. In the 10 years of service which I
have, I have never had a formal counseling session (exclud-
ing conferences while reading an OER with the rater). At
these sessions, which could be a part of the OER and indi-
vidual records, the rater would be able to present shortcom-
ings to the individual and thus when OER time came around,
again, a more honest appraisal could be rendered.

MAJ, MS: [F]or a period of time after introduction of a new
report form, OERs are quite accurate. The movement to over-
inflation grows with time. . . . One reason for frequent

change would be to preclude, at least partially, inflation.

MAJ, OD: I view the objectives of the OER to be identifica-
tion of four categories of officers and the means to stimu-
late officer counseling and assignment. The four categories

relate to promotion, i.e., (1) Should not be promotead to the
next grade but retained on active duty; (2) Should not be
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retained on active duty; (3) Should be promoted to the next
grade along with contemporaries; (4) Should be promoted
ahead of hisg contemporaries. The appropriate block would be
checked and a justification written by choice from among
numerous specified words that explain the significant per-
formance and personality characteristics that supported the
choice of a block. There should also be a job description
by selection from specified words. If this report cannot
distinguish among all officers, those who should be promoted
and the best jobs for these officers, then I would suggest a
lottery.

MAJ, SC: The CER should be a numerical or choice of a
phrase type like the enlisted CER, and the rater should be
evaluated by the reviewer. The narrative portion of the
present system means that an officer is at the mercy of the
English ability of the rater.

General Comments

LTC, IN: I don't see how we can continue to attach so much
importance to the OER. 1In fact, I sometimes wonder if we
could do without the system and develop a system only to
eliminate the true misfits from the officer corps (reporting
by exception maybe). First of all--as long as humans are
involved the system will be only as effective as each indi-
vidual wants it to~--I have seen so many officers with prob-
lems (drinking, bad checks, etc.) who were considered 'nice,
good ole guys' by their rater or by the rater's rater and,
therefore, were saved. People just don't seem to have the
guts anymore to write and report the facts on an OER--it's a
minority.

The present system and affairs can't be too good or
effective--it appears we currently have quite a few officers
under fire for conduct, incompetence, etc. Now days, I'm
assuming they were some of the ''mice, good ole guys" squirm-
ing their way up the ladder.

MAJ, AD: The leader is the most important element in the
system, It is his responsibility to develop junior leaders.
. . . The importance of the rating system and detailed pro-
cedures of completing the report should be ingrained in the
junior leader by the leader.

MAJ, AD: I don't have the Great American Answer to this
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problem; I hope we dome day find it. Hopefully, we should
be looking toward a system which includes the following
goals, among others:

(1) Eliminates inflationary aspects.
(a) Outstanding officers are recognized.

(b) The great majority of average officers are not
penalized for being average but given normal
opportunities for schooling, promotion,
assignments, etc.

(c¢) The truly incompetent officer is identified
and eliminated. )

(2) Provides the individual officer with an understand-
ing of the realities of OPO operations, not a
hypocritical view.

(3) Provides safeguards for those rare instances in
which incompatibility exists between rater and
rated.

(4) Takes advantage of individual skills for the bet-
terment of the Army as a whole.

(5) A system which truly accounts for the ability,
performance, potential and ingenuity of the indi-
vidual rather than absolute conformity to tradi-
tional but outmoded standaxds.

(6) Above all, a system which allows for the honest
mistakes which are an integral part of the learning
process in any profession.

MAJ, AR: The OER system seems to be able to discern the
inadequate officer, the competent officer, and with increas-
ing difficulty, the truly outstanding officer. These gen-
eral categorizations are about as precise as we should
expect from any system.

MAJ, IN: The OER is not the best system for grading anyone.
I don't have the sclution, but I hav~ seen individuals of
different ranks work only with the OER iun mind. When these
people are in command positions, they do not have proper
priorities. Mission and welfare of the men take a back seat
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to the commander's gairi. I have seen commenders use the OER
as a weapon to threaten subordinates. 1Is that the purpose
of an OER?

MAJ, IN: All that I have done is to "nickel-dime' the pres-
ent system. The present system will show the real duds and

the outstanding, but the group in between is a mashed potato
sandwich,

MAJ, MI: I have served as an Sl and I have seen many cases
where a minimum of attention was given to the preparation of
the report; little or no thought to the impact of it. Many
raters viewed the preparation of a report as a pain in the
___, and they just didn't care what they were doing to the
Army (by gross overrating) and to the man (for over- or
underrating). This was especially true of raters who were
ready to retire or had been fully but not best several times.
Almost as if it (half-baked OER preparation) was thelr way
of "'getting even'" with the Army.

MAJ, MI: As long as politics are going to operate in the
military you will always find people, called officers, who
are impressed with getting their tickets punched. The
objective and reason for the OER in this case 18 last. [
rate up or out. In other words, if he is no damn good, say
so; if outstanding, rate as such. If counsgling is needed,
do it regardless if weekly, monthly or by quarter, If
needed, counsel. Too many raters do not take the time to
help the young officer. Forget letting officers politic for
5 per cent, let DA decide. With field grade it could be
satisfactory or unsatisfactory.

MAJ, WC: Honesty by all raters is needed. When a minority
renders honest appraisals, they "hurt' those rated. Integ-
rity must return.
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"E APPENDIX L: OUTLINE FOR INTERVIEWING FOREIGN OFFICERS

. Brief introductory comments.

. Country Frequerncy of Report

1

2

3. Used by army alone, or all services?
4., Used for all grades?

5. Who may rate an officer?

6

. Is there a requirement for higher level review (i.e.,
evaluator, reviewer)?

7. Does rated officer get to see his report?
Under what circumstances?

8. Are subordinates counseled as part of the evaluation
| process?
v When?

9. How important is the efficiency report to the career of
the officer being rated?

10. What other officer evaluation devices are used?

3 11. How many copies of the report are made?

3 Where do they go?

ﬁ; 12, Do efficiency reports tend to be inflated?

b If so, can statistical information be made available to
2 show the magnitude of the problem?

i What methods are being used to combat inflation?

5 How successful have these methods been?

i 13. How long has the present efficiency report form been in
3 . use?

E 14. What problems are currently being experienced with your
3 reporting system?

15. Do officers in your army receive instructions related
to their responsibilities in evaluating officer
subordinates?
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APPENDIX M

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT (PER)
CANADIAN FORCES

--OFFICERS
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PARTIE N

18, SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF PERFORMANCE

Using the standard and the rating levels dafined tn CFAD 26-6 Annex
A, rate the officer on each sspect of performance observed during the
pmod coversd by this repoit, Check h/) the “"Not Obssrved™ column

ASPECTS PARTICULIERS DU RENDEMENT

A l'side ches normes et des niveaux de notation définis dans I'Annexe A
de 'OAFC 266, noter i'otficisr sous chaque sspect du rendement
slservé au,cours de 1a périsde qui fat V'objet du pllunr rappoit.

when an aspect has not baen obeerved. The applicable ratings skall be Cocher () I'espace dars la colonne “Non obsend™ lorsquil tagit
circlvd by hand in ink, d'un aspect quin n pas été observé. Les notes applicables doivent ire
encerclées d 1s main et d l'encre,
«
. Or:o'v- Out-
OFFICER PERFORMANCE REQUIREMERTS ved Low Notmal stonding
CRITERES DU RENDEMENT DES OFFICIERS oﬁ::r- Inférieve Elup;
V‘ tionne.
b s | o na
0. Displeyed kaswledge of assigned job in keeping wnh teaining end experience. () P2 3 4 85 6 7 8 ? 10
A monifesté une connolssonce de la tiche ossigné vforma & s0 K o
- son axpérience.
t. Orgonized and dracted work of subardinates effectively [ I T ] 3 4 5 6 7 8 9. 10
A orgonisé et dirigé ovec efficacité la trovoil de ses lubordonnh. [N
¢, Did ewn work premptly end well, ()| 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 10
A occompli s0n propre travoil avec promptitude et compérence.
4. Anolysed pioh ond sitvativns petently and with (-wo!ch. Yyt 2 3 4 8 6 7 8 ? 10
A onolysé les probld et let situarions avece compé: iy
o, Showed unuhwmn loa thy wellteing ud dnalopmnt of lubotdmnn. ()yp1v 2 3 45 67118 9 10
S'est inréresséov b ot ou patfe t de ses
] f. Seve consistent suppect to superiora, (!t 2 3405 67 8 * 0
: A constamment doané son oppul A ses suwpérieurs.
K 9+ Showed o personal exemple of ottention to duty. (S 20 I B 3 4 5 67 8 * 10
i A praché por 'exemple 1o respect du devoir 3 accomplir.
i h. Porformed effectively under stress. tH) it 213 48568 7 8|2 0
f : A denné un rendement efficoce pendont les pénodes de tension.
:; 1. Peesented 1deas closrly ond concisely in discussions and mmnn. (Yt 2 3 48 6 7 8 10
; K A formulé ses idées avec clorté ot {sion lors de di ot réuni
}l N . 1+ Prapared wiitten work which wos literete, cleor ond concise. (yvr 2 13 45 67 8 |9 10
“ A rédigé ses textes ovec s:yle, clorté et concision.
i
’ ke Pursued soll-impravement with elfect. {1yl 2 3 4 5 67 8 |9 10
A 1a't des offorts utiles de perfectionnement personnel.
1. Adeptad 1o chonges withsut less of efficiency. ()i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
A su a’odopter oux chongements sovs perdre son efficacité,
m. Mede sound decisiens witheut delay. {(Yp1r 2 3 4 8 6 7 8 ? 10
A pns sons déloi des dcisions judicievses,
n. Acupnd il respensibiliny lu vws Jecivions end acts, (){1r 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
A opté l'entidre resp ilité de ses décisions et de ses actes.
#. Toek necessory ond vpplopuau 2¢tivn on lns owne t) vy 2 34 5 67 8 |9 10
A pris de sa propre i) (] ot ié
P Werked suecossiully with ethers. ()Y 2 |3 4 5 67 8 |9 10
A coopéré avec las outres cvec succids.
a. I8 @ credit 16 the service. (Yjtv a 3 4 5 6 7 8 ]9 10
Foit homeut aux Forces armées, —_—
17. NARRATIVE COMMENTS OBSERVATIONS
. {To be ty and d in di with CFAO 26-6) {Remplir 4 Is mechine, conformément § I’'OAFC 26-6)
a2 C any istics of spsech, dress, sppesrance or Fo:mulu dn obeervetions sur toutes pamculmm Ju Im de ia

manner, wscnol conduct and genersl 9hwcol fitness condition, 200 ouv du de la et de

which may add to or detract trom this officer’s effectiveness or
scceptability as an officer, Do ot comment unless you consicer the
matter important,

6. Report any unusual contnbution made by the offker or r

'mr de nn:l gdndral de cut ofixcier, qui peuvent sccrolire ov diminver
son efficecité, ou s8 wieur en tant qu'otixcier, Ne lsites pas d’observe-
tions 4 moine de les Juger importantes,

esned by him, en or ofl outy, vhich rellects credit on hlm, the
Service, or both.

foute lie de cet officier, ou toute
récompense qu'il & pv mlnm dens Ie service ou en dehors du service,
ot qui lui eit honneur ainsi qu'sux Forces armées.

CONFIDENTIAL
{when ony pert completed)

CONFIDENTIEL

(e fols rempli en teut ov on portie}
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x, CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL
=3 {when any pet completad) frure Foas rengls o0 Mot i e punetiet
‘A c Provde » TYPEWRITTEN nansative to dlustiate the numerical Ridigee, A LA MACHINE, un esposse dvs laits pout expligint os notes
desenption given in section 16, In pacticular the nacrative shall, artribudes dans ko section 16 En particuhier, Hexposé doit
k> (1) Clearly incicate the acal performance superionty intended 1) indiquer clairement ¢n quoi le rmdvmcm gdnlue st supdinur, 5t
5 when Items are modﬁﬂ 18} iSubstantistion of sach (Dot [Fldy los notesPJou[Fone éié dvs (il n'est pae de justifier
3 specific examples is nof required). chacune des notesiet{Bper des exemples particvliens);
E 12) Moke direct reference 10 each section 16 item mod@or@j‘,‘g] {2) mentionnes chaque article ds Ia section 16 qui a été noal[!_]]ou
and describe at least one specific exemple of the consistently el dunner su mows un précis du cons:
= “elow standard™ or “raea high quality” performance for EACH, tamment nlllicw 4 1a normele’ ou “d’une quelitd supdrieure
Y - rarerment atteinte”’, & 1'égerd de CHACUN.
¥
3
-
E

R
3
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3
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l B CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL
h t (when eny completed} {une lols rempli an tovt ov en partie)
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CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL
(whous any patt completed) trne huan seinpls es 1out o en grottee) { ‘ (T2
191 TRAAINING AND EMPLOVMENT INSYRUCTION ET EMPLOY

(el sbrparagraphs shall be completed) ftous les slinkes dowvent 8tre remphs)

State your recommendations regerding the next stagels} of training F ler vos di encequt les proch. Dériodes

for this ol licer and his next posting. 'L jon et s prochaine alfs decet officwr.

-

a. Training — Instrction:
b. Posting ~ Al/ectation:
¢, Employment: (For example, surtebility for emplayment in open

. Emp/o: {Pnr exemnple, est-il apte & remplir tout pom déat mayor, vacant
any, staff positions; in Canadts; outside Canada; liaison; exchange non; ; en dehors du Canade; de lisison; d'échenge ou
or attachd. Specily). dnmchl? Prlclull.

19, COMPARAYIVE ASSESSMENT APPRECIATION COMPARATIVE
Assess this officer refative to 41 other officers of the same rank and Faites l'sopréciation de cet olficier par rapport » tous les autres officiers
approximate seniority seer over the yeers in the same o similer du méme grade ¢t Oe la mbrz [ilode spproximative Oe service que vous
employment. Mark sn X in the one box you consider describes the avez observés su cours des annédos dens I'exercice dv méme emplos ou d'un
officer bast. emplol snslogue. Marquer dun X 13 case appropribe, visd vis ou niveau Qui,
4 votre avis, convient fe misux & |'ollicier.

Adverse Report

* the lorge group of Satisfactcry Officars
Rapport défevorsbie M of des ofixciers d’un rend: isleis
Unsstisfactory Top Half Better then Most
Insatistalsont Mol supérievry Maeullour que la plupert
Barely Acceptable Bottom Haill Outstanding
Tout juste scceprebdle Moitid inférieure Excepionnel
20. PROMOTION
(A “NO" r jon shell be {sined: for by {Un “NON™ dolit dve néd d'oxplk par /e, on peut
describing requiced § in pect or experiences indiguev is2 amdiiorations qul ' oul’ oxplmncv que l'officler dolt
Mlch should occur bifore the ofﬁcw is comidered suited for

acqubrir avant d'btre Jug$ apte d Vavancement, ou mentionner Izi observe-

omotion, or by making refersnce 10 commants in section 17¢ or tions formuides dens la section 17c ou 18. Un “NON” nz joit pas se Iondor
!8 “NO" shall not be used besed solsly on timein nnkorow.'rhc uniquement sur 1'dge ou sur ls plriode dc seovice su méme grede. La
n;ovrvn‘og,dnlon should be in gwneral with 18, dution doit concorder en génér:! svec les sections 16, 17 et 19).
17and 19},

Do you consider this officer suited for promotion within the coming yeer?
Ftesvous d'avis Que cet olficier sst ap e & unw promotion au cours de ls procheine snnde?

Yes No {explain)
ol D Non (expliquez} D

2t

it you sre recommending promotion in section 20, indvzate how

S/ vous recommander une promotion 8 is section 20, indiquez avic queile
raprdly you think this officer should be promoted in re’ation to his

repidit yous estimez que cet officler devralt étre promu per repport 4 ses
contemporaries. semiNables.
Less Ragidly D Az Repldty More Rapidly Much More Rapidly D
Moins rapidement Aust/ rapidement Piuz rapidement Besucoup plus repidernent
22. ’ vll.;:o.v e tecommenting promotion fn section 20 do you think he $i vous dez une pr ion & la section 20, croysr-vous quil
has the potentisl to be promated o the rank one higher than that soit apte § #re promy w grace d'un nivesu plus Hevé que celul qui fait
for which he is being considerco? I'objet de la présente recommandetion?
No Not Surs D . Yes
Non incertein Oui
23. CERTIFICAYION OF REPORTING OFFICER CEATIFICAT DE L'OFFICIER RAPPORTEUR
- 2. 1 hove discussed with th's cilicer the correctabls f2ults recorded a. Vol discutd svec cat officler des ddfsuts corrigibles mentionnés sux
in sections 18 snd 17, (5¢ce CFAQ 288 for the specisl require- sections 16 et 17, {Voir & 'OAFC 26-6 les mesures spéciales 3 prandre
Ments on adverse repors), le cas des rapports défevoraties),
b, This officer hei served under my command or supervision & Cot officier a servi sous mon commaendement ou ma survelliance
fre you's months. pendent onrées et mois.
(ALL REPCRTS SHALL 8E REVIEWED BY AN OFFICER SENIOR TO THE REPORTING OFFICER IN THE CRAIN OF COMMAND)
(TOUS LES RAPPORTS DOIVENT ETRE REVISES PAR UN OFFICIEAR LUI EST SUPERIEUR
» A L’OFFICIER RAPPORTEUR DANS LA VOIE HIERARCHIQUE)
Cate (TYPEWAITTEN) Reak, Name, Appointmant sngd Unit Signeture
Gracke, nom, poste et unité (DACTYLOGRAPHIES)
R ' CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL j
; N (when eny part completed) (une fois rempli ¢n tovt ou ea porne)
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I CONFIDENTIAL

166

{une fass srempli en 'oul ov en pattie}

CONFIDENTIEL ]

PART 11t - {Not 1o be completed by the reporting officer)

24, REVIEWING OFFICER.
t do not knew this elficer
Je ne connais pas du tout cot oficrer

a

Review the report to ensure it is completed In sccordence with CFAO
26-6 and if necessery return it to the raporting officer for corrective
sction, Provided you know the retad officer’s performance, MARK
AND INITIAL IN RED INK your separate ratings end recommaench-
tioms where they differ, Commaent on the report and as spproprlste sdd
1o it, including an explanation of your red ink changes. I spplicatie,
oxplain why the reporting officer i3 the same rank as the rated officer,
Typewriting is required,

I know him
Je le connons

PARTIE 11l ~ (Ne dolt pas etre remplie por U'officier rapporteve)

OFFICIER REVISEUR:

Shightly D

Un pev

Rlvlnt le rapport atin de vous ssswer qu'il st reenpli en conformité de

I’'OAFC 26-6 eot, au besoin, retourneze d I'officier repporteur alin qu'il
apporte 13 corrections nécesssiret. A candition de connelire le rende-
ment de l'officier spprdcH, INDIQUEZ ET PARAFEZ A L'ENCRE
ROUGE vos notes et recommandetions distinctes, sl é/les ne concordent
pos. Fommln $od observations ] Propos repport et sfouter tout
wil spp , ¥ une dee faits 8
Vancre rouge. s’ll ye Ilw expiiquer pourguol ' ‘of ficiev ragportevr est

Well
Bien

Veey Well
Tiés Bien

(N (]

s méme grade que l'of/icier spprécid. Cette pertie doit Stre dectylo-
grophite.
Date TYPEWRITTEN Rank, Name, Appeintment end Unit Signetwe
Grode, nom, poste ot unité (DACTYLOGRAPHIES)
PART IV PARTIE v

25, COMMENTS BY NEXT SENIOR OFFICER

OBSERVATIONS DE L'OFFICIER SUPERIEUR INMEDIAT

1 do net know this efficer § know him Slighsly Well Very Well
Je ne connois pas du tout cet officiar D Jo la connals  Un pev Bien Teds Bien
Dete TYPEWRITTEN Renk, Nome, Appointment end Unnt Signature
Grode, nom, poste et uniré (DACTYLOGRAPHIES)
CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIEL

-

"when eny port completed)

{une feis rempli en tout ou en portie)
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DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DRFENCE MINISTANX DK LA DAFENSK NATIONALE ﬁ

P 5225-28-5 (DPI/BMO) & Pers File ﬁ

E 7/ CANADA 1}
Canadian Forces Headquariers 3

Ottawa 4, Ontario :
7Y June, 1949

* Canadian Liaison Officer

{
N U.S. Amy Command & General Staff College )
8. Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 66027 !
s 4

K
Attention: LCOL H.C. Pitts

UV
]

PNy

CF 255 - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORTS (PER) - OFFICERS
F=TRe-te e T T

3 i
b )Y ?
Reference: A, OCFAO 26-6 Y
[
1. The enclosed form CF 255 for the noted officer has been reviewed by the i
% PER (Officers) wonitoring organization at CFHQ and is returned for corrective 1
. action as indicated: |
. Reference A 41
3 o |
3 |
3 8- d The acoring of section 16 must use the Annex A 4
E combinations of scores shown in the reference, para 4 ;
{ and 70 other, 1.0, (1 DG DEEXDOCD - 3‘
b. [:] Please reconsider the scoring of section 16 to Annex A (:
3 ensure that the levels ars being interpreted as para 4 N
N they are defined in the reference. Note that the .
: level indicates the high standard expected .
3 ol and achieved by most officers. 4
c. D The descriptive comments in section 17¢ do not

& adequately illuatrate the scoring of section 16, .
3 (1) [] specific examples of the officer's Annex A f
£ typically exceptional performance must pars 5¢

k. . be provided to substantiate the shaded

PRSP Ty

area scores for items 14

or, alternatively, lower the scores, :

(2) [] Please provide descriptive comments to  Annex A ’
illustrate the general level of ratings para 5¢
given in section 16.

eed/2

cw%
{When any part completé
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C v T - LA e
( any part completed)
-2 -
Refersnce A
d. (IX] Complstion of section 16 h. Annex A
7 =
e. [ ] Consideration of loweriny ' aising section 19 to Annex A
achieve consonance with sections 16 and 17. para 7
f. [] Pleasc provide additional information in Annex A
saction 20, para 8
8. [_] The block "Yes(When Qualified)" in section 20 Annex A
has been deleted, Please follow instructions pera 8
given in the reference.
h. [] Consideration of lowering/raising section 2\ Annex A
to achieve consonance with section 19. para 9
3« T} 17ne officer reported upon is.to read and cign pars 15
this report becauss of its adverse nature.
g B k. [C] Tspewriting is required throughout, including para 18
J.E signature blocks.
I x I
§ 1
b n [
7 2, In view of the importance of this PER, it is requested that it be given

234 further consideration, revised and returned to this Headquarters within 15 days
af receipt of this letter.

| y
ﬂ ; ) ! ) ./.
E L Wﬁwﬂ? 'é(/ I
z Encl. 1 7_ AJL. Macdonald

Colonel
Dirdctor of Policy Implementation

C L
(vhen eny pert completed)




I Ao

APPENDIX C

"Em

LZY

DESCRIPTION OF PER RATING

CANADIAN FORCES

sb o

o

Args

Lo

K

LN il s ahorrn S n el o dmes AR



T P i T e R e

2

e b 3 CIAO 26-6
i ANNEX A
ki . ﬁ

ks §

‘, Category Low Normal

Outstanding l

. Level CI:ZD . @E @ @ @

These new levels require that two numbers shall be circled as shown, except
that levels(D) and(® are separate and shallnot be combined by circling. The six
rating levels are described in the following table:

DESCRIPTION OF RATING LEVELS

Category Rating -Descriptive Levele
Low a2 Performance below standard for rank. Must be l
g substantiated. {See para S5c of this annex)
o .
E 8 CGa Performance acceptable and meets minimum
g~ b requirement. May indicate a lack of experience
in rank, or a minor deficiency which can be
corcected, ur a lack of ability or desire to
§ improve. (See para 5c of this annex)
.. B .
i{g @ Performance meets the requirement of the high
. 5t standard expected of and achieved by most
; Normal officers. This should be the most common |
R rating used.
P
3,’ @ Performance that somewhat exceeds the high
k1 standard expected, or performance that always
t&.é meets the high standard and frequently exceeds
K it.
g
? Performance that obviously and consistently
B exceeds the requirement, highly effective and
K clearly suparior.
'-: Outstanding Performance of a rare high quality. Must be
% , substantiated. {See para 5¢ of this annex)
: ‘ ‘ Not Observed Not Obgerved Reporting officers shall endeavour to observe [
g and assess all of the officer performance
11 requirements, The *Not Observed" option should
§ be used rarely, eg, when, by reason of the
officer's particular job he has no subordinates,
B . items 16b and e may be marked "Not Observed”,
% Since there is no summation of scores in section
3 16, the "Not Observed" agressment has no de-
, rogatory implication,
,Z
p 1
4

AL 4/7}

A, AN

e

XN e
o d ey e

.
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REGION OU TIARITOIRE

{
. ARENCA . At SER A
COAPS QU SERAVICE D’ARICTATION ARME, SERVICE, CADRE

FEUILLE ’ . 1 acnve ]
DE GRADE ET NOH (Is nem on capitales d'imprimerie)
bi

NOTES E*|—veom msenve [

® S AASON AL AT 4- AL T BTN
oot EXPEDTON) | o ﬁ owion do Fintbessod [ ] Hucaion 44 et dr oo ]
do s feuille
do seces

P N W
POUR LA PERIODE dy M SRR | SO TR+ -3

RT.L - Sreiieinasnisessrenans sesernessess
7 %4:/: Fnkr V&S 3 - OBSERIAT O S 1
QUALITES FONCIERES | § i sl ! E (o, AN sy
PET Prisenwion amvaneavce | R IR NN | N| o ZvAoeqoare /ow"oamnmm/
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ARPTITCOE Fom AENER RANK™ CONE RIS ASova)
1 APTITUDE AU GRADE SUPERIEUR Wﬁ :r:: 'p:r:';.‘.;::.
Latimaz-vous que I'oMclor sat DES MAINTENANT apte su grade supdeianr i Aoy o

srepetables

A0 VI KRl NE CAraL
o [ Jyes Picq 7o da Wow [ Ao
: 4 (B e o ST e
.En as de fon ¢ grsde supdrieur, B'-"mn-vm qQu'll deviendra apee X0ttt qumﬁu
Tmevous gull rendes. ‘mmmw.i N, puole omplitd don expd- | o conetitce scn plafond 1

ﬂw&m&m T &€ UNLIR D Ao _mm dtns 20n grade sctuel ?

L3 - l;! yes Cvyes

-1 3
- FENTIAL OF PV I T R AT
11 POTENTIEL DE L'OPFICIER Officior supleiour ; capitains Seopesobls)
CONIALATE ONL Y Qe OFYCER, 78 sy p&:rrrw 7O DBE POMOr&C 7O r1IATEA.
D.;::' wlwr mojlo.m-pﬂﬂwd&monmunz i “'I‘jkl ¢ do toute “ b d'ulcotd‘ o é de grade, quel est, selon
9 sy y uq”l W% e {'o "?‘fo’"‘ "saau a'lﬁ;;tmndtun our 1
1[ IEZ & STAVELI e, 73 e, (sl o] < s a7
m:?lumquclc.nhmdhrddwmm%mn'm“nmdﬂbncmuqn M";w,
Foaadodiic 20 $4 LA Zre coc
Pour va spla STIT0  Conmaatn [} Unmensessiond 3 Colonel Gt []
Lrc, coc.” Do
o L Wt I e _...Jr:_-] Poriotrn E:J Glndeat do brigade G‘“:I‘lllvhloa:]
AV ATC . Blones py T )
Nor e oot + Colaed T} “ciinide triee Glaind dodivisen ] Flnirit doueme )
Lo’ Cod
Pour en apionsl

gsrary O sogguer ] spiieca [T ghiwozy (]
QUSRALL A AEER, LEURN AP
12 APPRECIATION D’ENSEMBLE .
. Difininsax bribvement o type do I'efcier & 3as qualités ov set déficlences les plus frappantes, ses sptitudes, son axpérience, ses méritas !
purticuliers ou sas défarits graves. Indiquex cos pousibllicis d'évolution et L'ORIENTATION A DONNER A SA CARRIERE.

BEEANE BRICPLY THE 7y Pl OF OMEycee Are IS, ACS APOST SIFN M ot
QAT ES RO OEE/CIENCrES | A0S BOSSrOicsrrecs , XA EWCE, STIAVENS
SIAID CSERANCSSES . TNOrAYSE ~rS cqm4<:r>r O II7Y FPrRLO S ELPENS
ARV T E RO TAT/ON YOO GIOeDd FrAs” AYes €& . -
e AJCCORPING 7O A1S LPRESENT VALUE G ng iy SDRE S5 OUEAAL L

&*F sy
AOSSCBICITIE S CrrTHAOT CONI/IDEMins & VIS okt Vo Tt
GRADE + ACCOROINGE 7O YO ORinrdry CIVAI RAVA ANO RESIOVIa,

CAN AE™ CIRTI VAT LY ACHE/IVE,

LA Con Cev/sSron’
AeocusSaavnicy coaeqnand BHEPNCBUSION s smone reose

A SIS CER D DI 2 sy s LSS, Ty <ommane
.qunh'n ‘socliel: rwmﬁz A | dont Ja ’ﬂ%”agzmuzl

T ot O FPREAE TO HVCE 1Y/ My Cam —
. QU o priticersis ne pes avoir seus mes ordres
i z.'z%‘:..”’: Jﬂmﬁl:;;‘ ~7b4‘ e .57_"_;_ o 2 Oy S WSH A
| e 74€ 9 b Popoe B 7 AR 1 3 AT
{ hmllumlllwu‘ﬁ Audensus do le mopenne [ | Dens la moy Aud !ﬁ"mmg Ihmllnplmﬁlblu
;P8 AN OREICER, I CONMERAL | CONSr0eMmrrsETis RO, AHE /. TwE FociaiTTme

\var ad® Bz IR ca giadeat 16 teny do son grade, W 19 ; o o
S [ L e e v nemau P
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" v 17 1) g e
LYY P S W i Shurtion de famille | 8 e kIt K220 Catcianand it ... Origlne
20 DATE DE PRISE DE RANG DANS LES DI¢FERENTS GRADES

rmum SOUS-UEUTENANT UEUTENANT CAPMITANE | CONMANDANT LNTOMT-A0NE, COLON:t.

1. 7. ’

1.0, T

21 INSYRUCTIOM GENERALE 21 COURS BT STAGES
Titre ou dipidme M (Srevets ot dipldmes - militaires ou clvils « éventueiioment ubtenus)
Fermation universitaire.
Grande bcole ...ou.ot .. .
£cole spichalisbe. B
LA
LANGUES I 13 CONIIAISSANCE DES MILITAIRES NON EUROPEENS

Diplome milicairs. .

» m’u DE GUERRE

38 LICORAYIONS

Médaills millicalre on D.......

Chevilier de la Ligion d'horneur e 19.......o

SLASSURES CITATION A L'ORDRS OF :
D& GUIRRE | pigiment | Brigede | Diricion |Ouw Gwade | Armibe
)

Ofiicier de Ju Ligion dhonneur en 19.........
Cammandeur do ks Ligion d'hoaneer on (9.......,
Awtres décorstions ¢

Qualicé de ddporth résisant [ ]

2% TITRES DE GURRAE OU RECOMPENSES scquls,
foulibe

zANC'I"IONs (non ampisibes) encourues depuls ia précédente

netes sanuelle
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3 1970
Ref DT M58 of 108¥ LIR,7/S A AR 3% Anuy Furm B2078
ANNUAL;ADVANCED/DELAYED/INTERIM:CONFIDENTIAL REFORT FOR 19
(Delete as applicable)

(FOR OFFICERS OF THE RANK OF SUBSTANTIVE MAJOR AND ABOVE)

This forn will nat be used 10 report upun an officer. who is considered unsuitable and whose remaval
is rcmmmended Army Form B 2079 will be used in such cascs and may he submitted at any tine,

Personal . Name and Initials
: NUMDBET ..o womncrmsros s = e s menss = (BLK LETTERS) e oot s s et mies s svomsmmmimeanis 1
4 - RANK: Subs ... . Held {2xcluding 10CAl FANK) . cccmiee e+ e o o0+ = vensraans sumens oamecnn
] Date — e R COTDE ceerm e s o v+ 1222 1m same rrm s e st e o 5 st b
e DU OFAUIONS e s oo ot o + s s b s Date of present COMMI IO e i r « mcrir i s oo b e 5
! Type of COMMISSION 1t oo e i e s ATHCUBIE, I ANY e e e mriron s s st e 1 rtmin st s s =
Qualfications: (ps, e1€)u e mmcommmemmmsemens - Marricd oF SINGlE o s e i e o ton .t
14 Date of Brth_.. - e . e o e e PES B DAL e e e s s = e e
y State here if there are
- any special factors which e o s o
3 wouldrestrictthis officer’s
next posting. . ——

d S —

NOTE: 1. The object of this report is to provide an assessment, related to overall Army standards, of an officer’s potential
for promotion and cmployment, based on his performance during the period under review.
2. He will see and initial Part ] of the Report but will only see and initial Part 11 where the Superior Reporting
Officer downgradcs any of the answers in paras 7-9 in Part 1.

PART 1. REMARKS OF INITIATING OFFICER. Answers will be glven 10 all the Jollowing questicns,

1. Period covered by this report?  From .10 e e e
2. How has he been employed during this period ? (For Weapons (W) Staff appointments an outline of his duucs should
be given at para 6b),

B AR A A RO Ay} S S

. Does he know any foreign language? If so, state whether fluent, good or fair and give group rating (vide DCI 21/65).

Is he particularly suitable for selection (answer YES or NO)

a. as an Instructor at an Officer Cadet School? | l
b. for an appointment in a Junjor Soldiers’ Unit? l I
c. As Military Attache or Assistant Military Attache? I ' I

How long is it s 1ce he served with troops ? (For officers in E.R.E, or Staf) employment Only) . ... .« oo =

RO kA AN g5
S

MOk DTl T

TR e e N RO TR
W

o

: .

3 FOR USE IN « IUD ONLY (To be initialled and dated by Branches concerned  MOD CIRCULATION

g and CR Book passed under cover A.S.P.) -
% . :
) 3 MS (CR) (Cards) MS (SB) MS4(a) MS4(b) MSS
i

MS 2(a) AG ' | MS (TECH) D DD
) Signature.. eaeo e . .. .. MS(CR)
Nate




I S

e b
mem e A e A R o————— e s

1]
L
{
1 /78 P
v
“, oa. How do you assess the officer in the follow ing characternuas ™ (hnhuate your assessment by a tick ().
1 R l
'g = s 9.& | = Supplementary
g CHARACTERISTICS C z ;-’ 5 |5 Remarks i
3 > 3 Z 122 3 {if any)
o - £
3 R d P -
Zeal and encrgy - \
: Reliability ;
3 Commonsense and judgment !
4 - Intelligence }H
b Leadership and Man-management i
4 Initiative _ i
Technical 2bility (Special 10 Arm; \We2pons :
L' (W) Staff) : :
ks Tactical ability :
3 Power of expression ;
3 a. Oral 1 :
& b. Written
k. Organising and Administrative ability ;s%
5 Tact and co-operation | ,
3 ) 6b. Pen Picture: Give an overall impression of this officer as you sce him relating the dssessments you have made at .
3 para 63, atove, including any other significant characteristics, and bearing in mind his weak points as .
p! well as his strong ones. b
2 (NOTE: This paragrapk should be In typescript other than ia exceptional circumstances). :
i
b :
3 {
z §F
E )
: i
’
2

mna b

et il b i 2

pitatiz.
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7. Grading: Do you grade this offfcer as “outstanding” 2 If so D1 £ LT (A) 1o (1) below amt et "OUTS PANDINGS
above (A). (NOTE: The prade “outstanding ™ shadd he reseived for those officers whose charactetistns should bing them
10 the rank of Gericral Officer -~for Majors and Lisutenant-Colanels 1o Major-General—for Colonels und Brigadiers 1o
Liewtenant-General or Director of their Corps. The grading will refer to the ofhcer's ahility in the 1ype of ¢mployment in
which he is reported on—Command, Staff or Service-—and will not be qualificd due 10 lack of knowledge of his performance
in another 1ype of employment. Reports on o ficers so graded will be signed by the C.-in-C, or G.0.C.+in-C.).

If you do not consider him “outstanding™ grade him in his held rank (excluding local rank).
HELD RANK (excluding local rank).
(A) Well above the standard required of his rank and service,
(B) Above the standard required of his rank and service.
{C) Well up to the standard required of his rank and service.
(D) Up to the minimum standard required of his rank and survics,
(E) Below the standard required of his rank and service.

(delete as applicable)

8. Do you 6::lc;msidcr that he is fit NOW for promotion? If “*NO/NOT YET™ ensure that your reasons are brought out
in para 6b.

a. YES b. NO ¢. NOT YET
. (delete as applicable)

9. Do you consider him to be fit for an appointmient in the next higher rank in his present sphere of employment?
(i.2. at Regimental Duty, Staff or ERE). (If a Lt Col unicss you specify a Brig appt in para 6b. i.e. Inf/Armd Bde etc,
a YES 1o this para will be 2 reccommendation to Col only), YES/NO

. Rank and Name
Signature (BLOCK LETTERS). .. e e
Appointment und Unit Date of Initlals of Officer reperted

(BLOCK LETTERS) Signature e e onand date e .eefeee

Remarks of Head of Arm/Service at Command Headquarters
(NOTES: 1. These should cover only this officer’s potential for future employment within his own ArmjService,

2. This section should not be completed in r;.fpecl of officers employed outside their own Arm|Service during the
period under review).

. . Rank and Name
Signature (BLOCK LETFERS)ew- . . et s T
Date of Initials of Officer

Appointment —m o - SignANIC. e e e (if necessary) ... .
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(NOTE: The minimunt monber of Superior Reporting Ofheers as laid dowa in DCHO8 of 1967 will anly be vxeevded in ;
exceptional eiccsnistances), i
PART Il. REMARKS GF SUPERIOR REPORTING OFFICERS ::
i
1. Have zou personal knowledge of this officer? 1f so, to what degree? i
2, Do you agree the rrading and recommendations at paras 4 and 7-9?
3. Remarks: i
;
4
y
g
X
i
' . Rank and Name i
Signature (BLOCK LETTERS). e e e s o s o s e 1
‘Date of Initlals of Officer 3
3 Appointment Signature ... | {{f nECESSQrY) O .
; . Have you personsl knowledge =f this officer? If so, to what degree? L
‘ ;. 2. Do you agree the grading and rccommendations 8¢ paras 4 and 7-9? :
3. Remarks: |
‘-, : i
§
33 0
’ i
) . Ran% and Name !
Signature ... o v ——— {BLOCK LETTERS) P i
;} Date of . Initials of Officer
i ADPOINMIMENL o e s m v e e SIENALNIE e e e (I HECOSSArY) e e oo s snrme
§ 1. Have you persoral knowledgs of this officer? if so, to what degree?
K 2. Do you agree the grading and recommendations at paras 4 and 7-9?
Y 3. Pemarks: i
v v
‘ 4
} g
k
¢ &
k-
H 3
. Rank and Name ¢
é Signature ... .. e . {BLOCK LETTERS;. © s e i PR . 1
. Datc of litials of Officer >
: Appointmient . . et ceme . e . Signature . . . .o (f 1ecessary) « me curs vmemsur s e . j!
% MT66964 104448 1°67 1COM 1B L1d LE0Y  (677) Ty
L ] . j
g %
Ll'{‘ ?:'E
L
g 'i
g ]
1 =
+ Ry
l 5 LY
i A
1 ¥ R §
o «
[ R < J
i §
I .
t
L
| 13
ik
3
1
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3 T L OREAN IR TION SERYCE NoMIER
4 01 Trupp il/Dienntslelk 02 Personenkennzitfer
. RATNG
£ PERSONNEL OATA Beurteilung
2 Personelle Angabe:
4 03 Name 04 V. 05 Dienstgrad sei}
3 NAME AAIRST NAME LPRESENT CRALELE S/NVCE
4
k: v 08 Familienstand 07 Familienwohnort seit 08 Zahl und Alter der Kinder
% MARITAL STATOS RESIOENCS FIvCE AIMIER AND ATES OF
= OR° ALY QAU OREN
5 09 Schul-, Fachschul- u. Hochschul-Ausb. 10 Edemter Zivilberuf 11 Ausgeibter Zivilberul
b LETOCCATION CrORIAN RROARIIRBGAL ™ [ CriZ7AN OCCIA]778A7 |
3 \ T RA/NNE
! -
3 12 Diensteintntt 13 "Emennung 2. OHz*/OA®  Di th 14 Sicherheitsstul
% [T DATE SNVERED TERAGKE| APPOATED OAARTR STAVU5| SECONITY CXBARANCE
B OAW/ER CANGIOATE
i 16 TSK/Wa Hung/Fachrichtun 0 16 Dienststeliun seit 17 Unterstelit seit
A7 © RN “@Ty Z (5o ROrVATE SvACE
e SALC/AL iAo Srvcs
“9
A
=3 18 _Fromdsprachen Aosevew Livssteas| 19 Lehrginge CovAses 20 Beklaioete D: tell
E r;W-——’ Leistungastuf a) Fach- und Vomdungnbhrglngo OUTy ASEIPNMIENTT
i SACCIAL ANG CFrAIZAT 7N /956 OR
3 Sorachen |AlBli{ulm|s CoURsEs A T rvamanry
A [AMECSE S
E Englisch
&N ILISA
- Franzbsisch ’ abrgho
g L AoTAN C Laufbahn
CANBLR COIRLES
R D7y PREAFREANCES O RATEL OXKICER
e Verwendungswiinache des Beurleliten
- 21 Ze AER/0D Dienstatellurg Sy ASS/enmEr T | Octlicher Bereich $74 7r0N
b a)in niichater Zait 7V I E LAAR
k¢ b) auf weiters Sicht LOA/S RANVEE
RRrvE OATA
g» Angaben zur Beurtellung
- . 22 FisnnlBice Beurteil Beurtlg. bei Laufbahnabschn, Sonderbsurtelun,
E: L ACA SO A8 RATINE oo 7, 2.2 CAHANOE OR Bor7&s VAL 7
«: Beunteilungsania8
72 [T TATTT XEX " P Gl LT T4 - - —
: 23 RATIAL S Persdnliche Kontakio ‘e g racr Arbeitse: issn Beitrlige Dntter
5 f ry REPNATS
1; Hauptskchliche Bghiche Pidiige 1 PR %“% :?:4; :»“ FHIRO OARTY
o< Beurisiongegrundisge oL AN
i oy [] ocAsnelse | N [
v N 24 SAFCINL gishev nur geringe Einarbeitung Bes. Belastung, Fehlende Ausbildung
2u berckeichtigende |,Kennni K. ASOVAL o
kS besondere Umsidndo Z’fnéf'l% ovsy Snawa,T? o s Tons ) ey in @
# eacwidosrE | N [ N
# 25 TECHNICAL OX
Fachdunstliche*/fach] ces &)/
. liche® Baurteilung 18t beigeligt
i SAPOIA L TS AT /8 A TTSRCNED
I *} NichzutsHendes streichen
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ﬂor«t‘.‘ NONGERS ¢ THROsG Ny 9

REPREEQNT AAprV @ NS00,
CuoTVY P BENE TVE NOVESY,

A INOICATWS vor O

A. Persbilichkeltsbild =  Seteey
CHARACTLER 73A¢rS » S7 Qieci Aem COmAaTI
. ATOIC) By NEXY TVAICNIIL
Charskterlichs Merkmaie 4(4‘/'::; Xy /‘) ﬂ\r_oaqonlawev)_-]

1. Einzslbetrachiung SAOEC/ A OBSERITION

Aay TO AIMAIERS

1 2 3 4 [ ] 7 8 9 nb | St

& Wille/EntachluBikrafi AAEKIAAEN 45

J D EKCKLENT
R T VaRy €000

3 2 &Fo00H

b. Psychische Belastbarkeit ﬁmc%“r
< Vommmwfahlscagfr ;

2 RATHER &S00
* CAAR)

d. Loyaltht oy sery

® LML [CFTIANIE Y (W
3 ronm

o. KameradschsitConr AN O 2BV L

G = SATIEFACTARY

f. Auftreten OaFSOR7TMEW Y

P 2 SUCFIC/EN T

. > VET QU TG
" e SCGRPIC Iy 7

2. Zusammenfassende Kercizeichnung ~ Hauptwetenszug, Gefilhl/Gemilt, vorherrschends Stimmungalage, Temp

SomamrAR y Antrisbe i Y
, Persdnlichkeitarsife 5, LI Bs AN ENBTVONS,

VA CAACACTER/STIC
PREGOMINANT DSOS rT10n) , TEVPFRIIENF
WeTIVA rvoal.r' I OIS OO PIRTVRITY

AT HELECTVAL QAARACTERIETICS
iL Galstige Markmale

1. Einzelbstrachiung SAEC/F/C ORSERINTION

¢ = INECERECIG

1 2 3 4 5 8 | 7 8 9 nb St

Pl VEns/

a Auﬂxlw; abe -
b. Denk- und UrteilavermBgen 1847y

c. Mundiicher Mtdrud(o:'% PP

o Schriftlicher Ausdruckey g rran
£ 1050 =1

2. Zusammentfassende Kennreichnung - Bildungstihigkeit und Bildungsbemihungen, allg. Bildung d, Schwerpunkte

SvmmARy/ dergeisbgennt , basonders paistige Fihig
OEAILOP APV (COT EATIAE ANO E oS <ok
ST « TVIROOE VT, PEWVENRAL AFVEL OF
LOLVCATYION , WAIrN POINPS O TWTEIULECTIAL

CNTRREETE, SPECIAL ITNTELLECTONE DI TIES

AWy3nl CHARACIERIITICS
1. KSrperliche Merkmale

1. Einzelbetrachtung « 5" CrAsC OFEETKSAT 1O

AVYEICAL BTAMNWA

. KW&M‘* s oy

b. Sportiiche Leistungsfbhigket

ot A

2. Zusammentessende Kennzeichrung ~ kirperliche Verfassung und Eignungseinschriinkungen, uBeres Erscheinung
™ .

gsfihigkeit, b

Somarac,y Bemihungen um die Erhaltung der kbrperlichen

o, .4Mco~o,nw¢ ANEG PNySICAL A/t TATHONS,

PNy ErCA,

APOGARAINCE |, LI TORTS TS IV TN PNy ScAL

Vaadda's L 24

NOT REPRODUCIBLE
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8. Disnstiiche Eignung und Loisiung
AFTYIIOE AN ) MTIIIRNINCE CHARNCTERETIES
V. Elgnungs- und Lelstungemerkmele

ks 1, Elazsibetrachiung AW <A C
: ARSI YO

1t 213]aleleoflzle]olm|a

a Einsstrbereitschudt ~vernyvv s
b. Zuverilesighnit QA BN B1405 )y

¢ Durchsstrungevermigun oroce”
Y- d. Zussmmenarbeit €I AIILANF I

Ve

. o. Fachkenniniese A enissser
t YT Y e rmors
g leor

1 h AYENCVE Agnisry

z .

5 i. Planungevermdger. m’

-k Ovommm;dn PP —~

3* :tMulﬂm Q GALIMCATYIONS
4 mw'vcmry

N CI ’-ga'minn.r .
2 Kennasichnung ~ Hau m . und die Art ihrer Austi!
Scvwmvarty POAIOR OUIVES IV PPN G @A IO ORNIVEG

% SY OO GETIONE TR EN CREONEIN G TWE D0 P s SrOrI AL lmamy

g c.m;»maummmgn
‘; L Schmbchen und Vorschilge

IADAT CON IS Y MHary JOOO“MM.I_ Lo X WA OVEMNMENT™

S

4 N Sulirken und Vorschilige au theer
3 STAONG PO/ 7S MG FCOCCETEV @S MO TAGYR AR\ wwaTrga/

Sormmany om svniorTrens
D. Beurtellung

L Wie het der Beurtelity seine derasitige

: Dienststeliung insgesamt ay

i AW NAS THE w
k- Ol C O rOPRADRIIE L A S I
ASEr R ES Owrveas ? )

desBeurtolian | Al gl cl{p| e F 8 &

2 N Bowertung der Gesamisignung
5 CURRALL HUALSATrON Gu~ A b c
i TWE Qi TrCATIow S O P a
L RATEO ORrCER
LY
W, Elgnung aum nichethBheren Disnsigrad 4""" o AE Contioraes
orress ForewriAL Gl enyves ... O R o wan, aasmerient
Cnvaxr o PRROE) o DG Soow omrvons, WRsE
o IS SEITI S AT S T
E Erdffnung vervascarren £~ Agrasonany gy S TR Are)
I = }) = .
t . Die Abschaitie A - D disser Beurteilung und die beigefige f 1ung 3ind mir heute ecdifnet worden:

3 O PWONN rCRAM\SADIC/ AL COTIasS VAuS S oara

den
100 ACACE OATE  Duom)

{Untarschrk des Beurtediten)
S/PAMVYORE O/ R TP Onpry R

NOT REPRODUCI%LE

1

. +7
SEETVONE A D O IW/E RPNAT AN ;” ?rmzp& W’% B PWE NN NAANCE
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OO ENS AT IONS O THWE RAYEINR BAIEFC ON DIERNLL /M ORFSSroV
O FHE RA IO OIS /CETA

F. Verwendungsvorschlige des Beurteilenden aufgrund des Gesamtsindrucks des Beurteilten

CITILrRAYION IV FHE AEVIR Forvld™
1 Verwendung in nachster Zent

KONG RANVCE L r/e/2A 77O
Il. Verwendung suf weitere Sicht

ca AN OBT/ON S - g 70 THE ORGP ™ O TH
,g geo -t gl ». ‘o‘v AT RTAININ G o Ty
. Stollunguhmo 2u den Verwendungawlinschen des Beurteliten

AAPIFAICAL LALLE” O Qe s A/ EATIIN
V. Eignungsnummem

den
1il2lsla]lsTe AACE v Y€ (Daum)
/’ L
A3 O 2 APRIE /PP, VN/E BhOCA (Neme, Dy wnd Dy Q des Vorgesetzien)
VG R I 4 :cwev«:_a NARE, RANVK Acie TOB TITLer OF THE
7O DG IO 4& ,NRT A T . SRR
Aa nr OR DA A T kg —ATND

5e m M‘M"“A)ﬁvc 5“ -rrdn(:f’
Stel.ungnahme der héheren Vorgesetzien
NENTS By NENEIR RANKIN G FSOERIOTS

PHLS TR ONRL Cr< P4/ g R 7EC

zum MaBstab das Beurterlenden
*
Alalclole ARATE (o

/ﬁvy-,q-.m« 700 Foo0

THFE (Datem)

(Name, Dmvuquduﬂd" i 1, /“
G- AT T4E TOO $POOL e v IV, rﬁva M T/m" <
&~ CORREIAOMDE TD COvery ffvrnvc. S LERIT
N QMANIOA) O NETXKT
A’er&

O= TO0 HALLD
o - MY Too m»rne?
THE STANOACT OR 7Xd RATET

z2um MaCsiab des Beunteilenden den
AlBlc]o]E LTSS o)

AAYTE&  (Datum)

Ovenatgrad und D des sielh hmanden Vorpesstrien)
NVANE RNV, ANG DB TrTees O QOwm EnT7V e
SoASRrOR

H. Eroffnung abweuchender Stellugj'nahmn

ANOTICCA TN O, P T d
O AT cwc«.( e 7y mxwou -
PIENT O THe RATrER .

Dre abweichende Stellungnahme dos
PWLE CONVANENTS o (Drenatsteiing des Vorgesatzien)
2y c.z;wc,y':m TV TV O S AERIITOR,

NOT CONCAR CSr TN TNE
18t mir heuto erdfinet worden den

GO OENENT O THE APLAC & (On) P E (Datum}
RATER AAPE LY

SHowrr TG AIE THIS

OATE

{Unicracholt des Beurtedsen)
SICNATIRE OF P E RATIY O ST

NOT REPRODUCIBLE
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ANNUAL CONFIDENTIAL REPORT - ~OFFICERS
AUSTRALIAN MILITARY FORCES
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i 8o
AA¥ - A 26 .
Hewned Seph 68 IN CONFIDENCE
Surname N L -
(BLOCK LETTERS)
Given names .
COrps AUNOUNERL.........vcoeririsncsmsiicsarcamsnssrsmsssss s cassmanes is s
*
Bt
AUSTRALIAN MILITARY FORCES hy
ANNUAL CONFIDERTIAL REPURT — OFFICERS
‘ ]
For reportiag year ended :
............. gf;
3
Parts I and XX are to be comnpleted by the oficer reporied on )
PART )~ PERSONAL PARTICULARS ;
1. Army Numberf...... ...oevesennnes Rank — Substantive............. coerrnsonseres TeMPOTATy.....creversverrsrsinarnees K
A
Date of Promotion.......cccvmemucimrmere sevne eeerenvsnerenence sessenes
3
2. Date of Birth........ Medical Classification
3. Unit. .. POSLOG... v.ocorvnrercrernes cermiess sermrsnses Date 4
4.  When and in what posiing did you 1ast g2rve With troOPs?..... .cccicccrnneersnmnessrsssmsesersssss srssmsessessssssorssessesssassnns Ff
et s s S teasres 3
T 5. Marital State... covee ooees ceeceirrareenenenns No and Relaiionship of Dependants f
:
(including ages of children) ;
”» ;"'
!
6. Are there any factors of a domestic or personal nature which you wish to be considered in relation to your next %:
posting? It is important for the well-being and morale of the Army as a whole that any factors of this nature be ;
made known. (If desired, a separate submission may be attacked.) o
4
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FART It .- THE QUALIFICATIONS OF THE OFFICER

7. Qualifications: (jssc, psc, ptsc, et&)........ Aeetscerertertaensaiar Bebns sinssarasnsaees

8. Have you any other qualifications such as ability to speak foreign languages, University Degree, Diplomas or
professional qualifications which might be of importance for particular appointments?

Are your currently studying for any other qualifications?

........................................................................

9. Have you qualiﬁcd:—— For promotion?..... ... ... s s e e FOT entrance to Staff Coliege? ... ..

For entrance to RMC of S n e v -

10. Do you wish to attend — Staff Colege?u v o -emens senrens RMC 0f St oo o o

INSTRUCTIONS TO REPORTING OFFICER

(i) Parts IiI and IV to be completed by the member's Commanding (or cquivalent) Officer.

(it) This report is an important document. The information given in it is used as a guide in determining
an officer’s most effective iise in the Army including his suitability for-promotion. You are responsible that
it is accurate and informative. Consequently you should have an accurate knowledge of the qualifications
of the officer and make an obdjective judgment of his qualities. Your liking ‘for or dislike of an officer
should not influedce your judgment.

(ili) You are asked to nssess the ofcer by placing ticks in the appropriate spaces in para 14. The
characteristics you are fisked to rate are detined in a choice among either three or four verbal statements
for cach characteristic, In making the rating you are required to consider these specific statements and to
agree or disagree with them, ticking the ones with which you agree. The most favourablc, and in some
cases the least favourab]c, statement for each characteristic has two lines ope of which is marked ‘S
The ‘S’ line is likely to be uscd in preference to the other line in only about one -tenth of the cases, consequently
you should exercise special care in deciding to tick this line.

(iv) You are uiso asked in para 15 to give a word picture of the officer as he.appears to you. In writing your
word picture you should remember that most pzople have their weak points as well as their strong ones,
therefore describe both. It is just as important for the officer as for the reponmg authorities that both
should be recognized.

PART MM — TRE SERVICE OF TAE OFFICER WITH THE REPORTINS OFFICER

11. For bow many months cf the 3 :ar under review bas this officer been serving under you?

12. How long have you known this officer personally?....... ... .

mrsns

12. What duties are aciually performed iz present posting? (Be specific.  Give normal duties and all additional
duties, eg, Fire Officer, Education Officer, ¢tc, with enough detail to show scope of work),
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PART 1V — JUDGMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE RFYORTING OFFICER }
g
14 Put a tick w the narrow column on the approprinte line for cach chiaracteristic given in capitals, A tieh on §
4 lme mathed ST opposite a particular statement indicates 8 marked degree of the teadency described in that ’
statement COMMENTS SHOULD BE MADE IN THE RIGHT HAND COLUMN IF THEY WOULD '
\ HELP TO EXPLAIN THE RATING. Normally only one statement should be ticked for each characteristic; 8
tut the assessor may occasionally fecl justified in ticking more than one line for a single statement. For ex- b
ample, under the characteristic JUDGMENT, you may discard the first three statements as not being applic- 3
able and may decide that the officer’s judgment is faulty because he is both too rigid and tco hasty. You »
should then tick opposite “rigid” and also opposite “other reason” and should write in the Comments column i
“Hasty”. IF IT IS NOT FELT POSSIBLE TO PUT A TICK ANYWHERE FOR A PARTICULAR )
. CHARACTERISTIC, STATE THE REASON, Read and-consider cach statement before making a tick 3
under each characteristic, %;
%;
[ 1 b
APPEARANCE | mart and well urmed out at ll times ... .41 " S|  COMMENTS y
3 : ® NuvEes wrmEmw §1'
f,fcgfss{dﬁn g’;;;; %r: Pays some regard tc appearance but tends to :
makes with regard to be careless ... . v e wn e i - i
his appearance, both ¢
in dress and bearing) | Appearance SAUIIBMOEY v v s aeer [ reeses s ¥
Careless in drcss and tumng Tcnds to be ’2
sloyen]y wrre vere aese smee smes aees | seresessssesenn ] é
INTEREST | S 1
(Consider the interest Carries out his dutics without real enthusiasm { ________________ )
and ecnthusiasm he |
displays in his work) . L. :
Takes & normal amount of interest in his work | ................ i

P

1
Is thoroughly interesied in his work .... { """"" S ~
.............. \
QUICKNESS OF Not quite sc fast as most ot hxs fellow 5{ """"""" § }
APPREHENSION officers ... .. O ;
(Consider how As qulé:ik to grasp pomt as. most of !us fcllow j
readily he grasps the i
meaning of a question ! H
or appreciates a situa- | Very quick on the uptake .. .. .. { s i
tios) | 7 T T T T T T e :
.............. S :
JUDGMENY | Consistently s0Uad . v e e | ¥
(coﬁlgcl:xs the dcgr:lo; pem—— ,;
to whic propos ; wressreessanens :
andddccl(slxons a;: } Can geperally be relied upon ... ... ... x;
sound and can . Api 15 owerleck an impont f
' relied upon) ! A often .m,,v ! an! factor il IO é’
! i
. Judgment confused 1l
¢ faulty rigid ... . ,3
! because other rcason(s) (spccxfy) 9
i !
. KNOWLEDGE OF ‘ Has thorough grasp ot knowlcdge re!cvant """"""" ¥ 3
THE, WORK to his dutics ... .. “ .
(Consider how pro- ! . “
ficicnt for his rank - Has sufficient knowledge to cope with his work | .cwwerrs  oror i -
and experience be is | . o
his day-to-day sk | 1048 00t 9 kaow caough about his werk {7 )
' 4
t
j
;
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ATTENTION TO
DETAIL

(Comxv'er Lis capa-
city to pay attention

Apt to be over~conc~wod with detail ...

Curs generally be mxsu-.d to wusxdcr all the
relevant detsils

...............

to Jetal in felation to | Inclined to pay tco httle attcntion to detml ---------------
his werk)
Most reliable in his attention to revelant (| .coreinen
details ... o v v e e el e S
PAPERV/ORK Wi L dl . P ‘t{ .............. 3
k in
{Consider how well fitten woriz Is clear, conclse a i et | NN
he can express him-
self in writing) Writes quite £ 000 PAPEL v wer weee cene [sressirenissiens
| Written work leaves something to be dewed{ """""""" S
ACCEPTABILITY s
""—""_""""As COLLEAGUE | v ogire o o (s

(Consider how well
he works in a group)

Is readily accepted by his colleagues .... {

Gets on quite well with his colleagues

Tends not to be on very good ternw with !us{

MANAGEMENT
OF
SUBORDINATES
{Consider his- capa-

city to get ‘tho beat
ogothﬁe)umon)

Gets the best out of subordinates .... ... {

Subordicaics work quite well for him ....

relies too much o;z them

Gets indifferent -

results from hi tends to drive to0 hard ...
subordinates

t does too much himself ....

other reason(s) (specify)

...............

................

ABILITY 70
SPEAK

(Consider how con-
vincingly be zan
communijcate his

Speaks convincingly and argues a case well {

Can communicate his ideas with reasonsble

ideas to mbes |0 SRRT e e e e e s
verbeily)

Has difficulty in communicating his ideas
0 Nm wm‘ him llllllllllllllll
OXINION
(T?ﬂ dwxm cmmum Take & chance 05 B ... e e wer e [
wo ow want .
officer i'o servs under | Happy to bave him

you in ¥ future
appointment?)

Prefec bim to most
Fight to gez hins ...

----------------
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15. ‘Summarize, in your own words, your ratings under. pitageaph ‘i such av wily #s (o provide aviv ul
,gencml pxcture of the personal chaacteristics of‘tke officer and tho cihcxcmy with which he is working
-noting particularly his stronger:and wcaker poiats,
Have his- weaker points been previously pointed out to him?
16. Are-there-any téasons why this offizér has‘not performed at his best during'the:past year- (eg. ill health,

domestic worries, -housing difficulties, etr.?)

1s he getting over these difficulties?

Do you-think he will: d5.heitér next year?

- o

17. Can you recall any’ activity, unutary or non-milimy, in whzch this officer. hu eugaged during the past year

outside-his .normal ‘duties and jow did he handle it. (eg. ‘sports,. copv.crts, Mess affairs, children's day, taking
uncxpcc(ed rcsponu’bmty)?
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18 Recommendations

What is your recomendation concemning the fitness for promotion of this officer to the next substantive

. rank without regard to his qualifications, by examinations, i{ any?
L
Strongly recommended werr renmnensens
Recommeaded . s Place a tick in
Nut yet ready for promotion ... ...eeee the appropriate space

. Not tecommended

If this officsr is not yet ready for promotion, or is not recommended in (a) above, state your reasons,

Without regard to qualification do you rccommend his attendance at —

(i) Staff College?. ...coe . s oser s o

(i) RMCOfS?.. . .. e v news s

(ii1) Any other COUrSCY.. ..o o <o smrinis wore ares

Do you recommend him for command of troops? (If “No” give reason).

¢ What is the next appointment or type of employment you recommend for bim?
N
) Initials of Officer reported on and date Signature of CO......
£
i
. v e pxmrarnan rererirterereenrransannnetes 0o Name in Block Letters
Do you wish to make written represeata- Appointment in Block Letters
tions concerning this rzpont?
] .

Date.
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PART V -- REMARKS OF SUPERIOR REPORTING OFFICERS

(NOTE — If you disagree with any ratings made in para 14, re-tick in BLUI peneil)

19. Do you kmow the officer personally?
Is this r. 2ort consistent with your impression of him?

Have you aey further comments to make?

Signature

...................................................................

Name

...........................................................

Date Appointment. ..

.................................................

20. Do you know the officer personaily?
Is this report consistent with your impression of him?

Have you aoy further comments to make

Signature. ..

Name e e e e e et
{in BLOCK LETTERS)
Date Appointment.

21. Do you kiow the officer personally?
Is this report consistznt with your impression of him?

Have you any further comments to make?

Signature, .

Name

ek TR e+ v e e
Date Appointment.......... .. .

.....................

v 2
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- PART V1-—REMARKS OF HEAD OF CORPS

% L}

3

< (NOTE — If you disagree with any ratings mado in para 14 or any recommendatioi in para 18, re-tick in RED
§ pencil)

4". K]

22. Have you any comments to make on this Report or are there any recommendations you wish to make on behalf
ot the ctficer?

Signature...... ... e oo vnrenn ..

...................................................................................

i , (ia DLOCK LETTERS)

Date, .......riicr . Appolntment......ow . .. .

.....................

“NTLa

e
=
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APPENDIX V

EFFICIENCY REPORT OF YUGOSLAV ARMED FORCES
(CONSTRUCTED COPY)

Part I
1. Name
2. Date of Birth X Place .. .
Republic ' o
3. Nationality
4. Military Schools (a)
(b)
(c)
().
5. ‘Foreign Langudge '
6. Civilian Schools (a)
(b)
(c)

7. Health (Document from Hospital)

8. Physical Condition

9. Health of Family (Wife and :Childtren), Problems If They
Exist

10. Employnent of Wife and Kind of Work

11. Conclusions Regarding Present Characteristics of Qffi-

: cer (After Two Years)
1 12. Opinion of Next Superior in Chain of Command

? (a) Character, Honesty, Friendship.

g (b): Relations with Superiors and Subordinates
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(¢) Political and Party Stability

(d) Manner of Carrying ‘Out Professional Duties in the
Past Two Years
(1) Positive
(2) Negative
(3) Conclusion

‘ {(e) Personal Inclination

(1) Staff Duties (GL, G2, G3)
(Z) Troops:

(£) Conclusions (Geiieral)

Agree (Signature of Ratee) Commander (Signature)

rg

art 1L

Opinion of Next HigherACommander

(a) Extra Class.
(b) Excellent
(c) 'Very Good
(d) Good
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